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The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  is  located  in  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne 
Counties  in  the  central  portion  of  New  York  State.  The  watershed  drains  an 
area  pf  approximately  32  miles.  The  main  stem  of  Irondequoit  Creek  has  a 
total  length  of  approximately  32  miles.  Several  smaller  creeks  are  tributary 
to  Irondequoit  Creek,  with  Thomas  Creek  and  Allen  Creek  being  the  major 
tributaries. 

Irondequoit  Creek  has  had  a  recorded  history  of  flooding  for  more  than  a 
hundred  years.  The  Increasing  urbanization  and  encroachment  into  the  flood 
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plain  has  increased  the  flood  damage  costs  in  recent  years.  Twenty  floodprone 
areas  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  were  identified  in  a  survey  completed 
in  1968  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Buffalo  District.  The  20  floodprone  areas 
were  reviewed  and  evaluated  to  determine  if  there  was  a  need  or  justification 
for  proposing  a  structural  flood  control  project.  No  further  floodprone  areas 
have  been  identified  since  1968.  C 

The  area  in  the  vicinity  of  Panorama  Plaza  was  the  only  area  recommended  for 
structural  flood  protection.  Seven  alternatives  for  Panorama  Plaza  were 
evaluated.  Of  these,  three  were  considered  further.  They  are:  a  no  action  plan, 
structural  alternative  (levee/floodwall  plan),  and  a  nonstructural  plan.  The 
structural  alternative  was  designed  and  evaluated  for  50-year,  100  year,  500 
year,  and  SPF  levels  of  flood  protection. 

Alternative  B  was  originally  selected  as  the  recommended  plan.  Alternative 
B  is  a  levee/floodwall  plan  designed  with  a  selected  500-year  level  of  protec¬ 
tion.  The  plan  includes  both  environmental  and  recreational  enhancement 
measures . 

The  remainder  of  the  watershed  could  be  offered  flood  relief  through  non¬ 
structural  alternatives.  The  nonstructural  alternatives  investigated  are 
flood  warning,  permanent  flood  plain  evacuation,  floodproofing,  flood  insurance 
and  flood  plain  regulation.  An  institutional  analysis  was  completed  to  aid  in 
the  selection  of  a  central  body  to  propose,  regulate,  and  enforce  the  above- 
mentioned  nonstructural  techniques. 

The  non-Federal  local  sponsor  did  not  provide  an  adequate  Letter  of  Intent 
to  provide  the  non-Federal  local  project  assurances  for  Alternative  B.  There¬ 
fore,  the  nonstructural  plan,  with  no  Corps  participation,  was  selected  as  the 
recommended  plan. 
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j  The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Is  located  In  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne 
Counties  in  the  central  portion  of  New  York  Stcte.  The  watershed  drains  an 
area  of  approximately  139  square  miles.  The  main  stem  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
has  a  total  length  of  approximately  32  miles.  Several  smaller  creeks  are 
tributary  to  Irondequoit  Creek,  with  Thomas  Creek  and  Allen  Creek  being  the 
major  tributaries. 

Irondequoit  Creek  has  had  a  recorded  history  of  flooding  for  more  than  a 
hundred  years.  The  increasing  urbanization  and  encroachment  into  the  flood 
plain  has  increased  the  flood  damage  costs  in  recent  years.  Twenty  flood- 
prone  areas  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  were  identified  in  a  survey 
completed  in  1968  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Buffalo  District.  The  20 
floodprone  areas  were  reviewed  and  evaluated  to  determine  if  there  was  a  need 
or  justification  for  proposing  a  structural  flood  control  project..  No  fur¬ 
ther  floodprone  areas  have  been  identified  since  1968. _ _ _ / 


S*  The  area  in  the  vicinity  of  Panorama  Plaza  was  the  only  area  recommended  for 
structural  flood  protection.  Seven  alternatives  for  Panorama  Plaza  were 
evaluated.  Of  these,  three  were  considered  further.  They. arei — -a-no  «ctioff 
plan,  structural  alternative  ( levee/ floodwall  plan),  and  a  nonstructural 
plan.  The  structural  alternative  was  designed  and  evaluated  for  50-year, 
100-year,  500-year,  and  SPF  levels  of  flood  protection. 
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Alternative  B  was  originally  selected  as  the  recommended  plan.  Alternative  B 
is  a  levee/f loodwall  plan  designed  with  a  selected  500-year  level  of  protec¬ 
tion.  The  plan  includes  both  environmental  and  recreational  enhancement 
measures . 
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he  remainder  of  the  watershed  could  be  offered  flood  relief  through  notr- 
structural  alternatives.  The  nonstructural  alternatives  investigated  are 
flood  warning,  permanent  flood  plain  evacuation,  floodproofing,  flood 
insurance,  and  flood  plain  regulation^.  An  institutional  analysis  was 
completed  to  aid  in  the  selection  ofaTCentral  body  to  propose,  regulate, 
and  enforce  the  above-mentioned  nonstructural  techniques. 

The  non-Federal  local  sponsor  did  not  provide  an  adequate  Letter  of  Intent  to 
provide  the  non-Federal  project  assurances  for  Alternative  B.  Therefore,  the 
nonstructual  plan,  with  no  Corps  participation,  was  selected  as  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan. 
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FINAL  FEASIBILITY  REPORT 

IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED 
NEW  YORK 

THE  STUDY  AND  REPORT 


GENERAL 


This  section  is  an  introduction  describing  the  content  and  organization  of 
the  report.  The  study  reflects  results  of  flood  damage  reduction  investiga¬ 
tions  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  in  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne 
Counties,  NY.  Most  of  the  emphasis  was  placed  on  providing  flood  damage 
reduction  measures  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area,  in  addition  to  a  general, 
basin-wide,  nonstructural  flood  management  alternative. 

PURPOSE  AND  AUTHORITY 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  present  the  results  of  the  detailed  investi¬ 
gations  of  flood  control  problems  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  and  to 
determine  the  need  and  scope  of  Federal  participation  in  alleviating  such 
problems. 

Congressman  Frank  J.  Horton,  34th  New  York  District,  sponsored  a  resolution 
through  the  House  of  Representatives,  Committee  on  Public  Works,  authorizing 
a  survey  on  Irondequoit  Creek,  NY,  and  tributaries,  including  Allen  Creek. 

The  authorization  is  contained  in  Section  208  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1963  (Public  Law  89-298)  adopted  27  October  1965.  The  resolution  reads: 

"The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause 
surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes,  including  channel  and 
major  drainage  improvements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or 
tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  territorial  possessions, 
which  include  the  localities  specifically  named  in  this  section.  After 
the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any  survey  authorized  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional  report  or 
estimate  shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made 
and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if  such  review  is  required 
by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed  physical  or  economic  conditions. 

.  .  .  Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York  and  tributaries,  including  Allen  Creek, 
New  York,  ..." 

The  study  area  lies  mainly  In  the  34th  District  of  New  York,  represented  by 
Congressman  Frank  J.  Horton,  and  a  small  portion  within  Districts  33  and  35 
represented  by  Congressman  Gary  A.  Lee  and  Barber  B.  Conable,  Jr.,  respec- 
t  ively . 


Funds  to  conduct  the  initial  public  meeting,  prepare  the  Plan  of  Study,  the 
Preliminary  Feasibility  Report,  and  for  this  Final  Feasilibity  Report  were 
allocated  in  FY  1975  through  FY  1981. 


SCOPE  OF  STUDY 


In  accordance  with  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  regulation  contained  in  the 
ER  1105-2-200  series,  the  study  addresses  all  known  water  and  land-related 
needs  in  the  study  area  and  discusses  a  procedure  to  mitigate  the  identified 
problems.  All  plans  of  action  were  judged  on  their  economic  and  environmen¬ 
tal  impacts  upon  the  basin.  The  scope  of  the  study  is  limited  to  Irondequoit 
Creek  and  its  tributaries,  from  their  point  of  origin  to  its  termination  at 
Irondequoit  Bay.  The  study  was  initiated  in  May  1967  when  an  initial  public 
meeting  was  held.  The  study  was  temporarily  suspended  due  to  a  lack  of  funds 
from  1968  until  1976.  A  preliminary  field  survey  of  flood  damages  that 
occurred  during  the  March  1960  flood  was  completed  by  the  Buffalo  District, 
Corps  of  Engineers,  in  April  1968.  The  Buffalo  District  made  flood  potential 
evalua-tions  for  a  number  of  communities  under  the  technical  assistance  por¬ 
tion  of  the  flood  plain  management  services  program.  This  present  study  will 
inves-tigate  in  detail  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  in  Penfield,  NY.  Guidelines 
were  established  to  provide  flood  relief  protection  in  all  other  floodprone 
areas  within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  Economic  data  and  environmen¬ 
tal  data  were  included  in  the  report  for  the  evaluation  of  all  considered 
alternatives. 

STUDY  PARTICIPATION  AND  COORDINATION 


The  initial  public  meeting  for  flood  damage  reduction  and  allied  purposes 
within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  was  held  in  Rochester  on  12  May  1967. 
The  testimony  and  information  provided  at  that  meeting  were  given  by  a  wide 
range  of  Federal,  State,  county  and  local  agencies,  private  individuals,  and 
Congressman  Frank  J.  Horton.  Only  minimal  data  were  obtained  at  the  hearing 
which  described  the  general  conditions  of  the  floodprone  areas;  explained  the 
desires  of  the  local  interests;  and  delineated  some  of  the  needs  of  the  area 
and  what  allied  purposes  for  flood  management  are  likely  to  be  pursued. 

Coordination  was  initiated  with  the  various  county,  town,  and  other 
interested  agencies  located  within  the  watershed.  The  initial  coordination 
efforts  were  made  to  gather  existing  available  data. 

A  second  public  meeting  was  held  on  14  June  1976,  because  of  the  time  lapse 
since  the  first  meeting  held  in  May  1967.  The  purposes  of  this  reorientation 
meeting  were  to  update  the  available  information  on  the  problems  and  needs  in 
the  watershed  and  inform  the  public  of  the  renewed  activity  for  the  study. 

The  June  1976  meeting  was  attended  by  about  50  people  and  included  a  cross 
section  of  State,  county,  and  local  officials,  in  addition  to  a  number  of 
concerned  citizens.  Several  statements  were  made  that  identified  a  strong 
desire  and  need  to  have  informal  workshops  to  coordinate  and  integrate  the 
desires  and  interests  of  all  the  involved  counties,  townships,  and  local 
concerns.  To  meet  this  need,  workshops  were  held  early  in  Stage  2, 
"Development  of  Intermediate  Plans."  The  purpose  of  these  workshops  were  to 
identify  the  problems  and  needs  of  the  watershed,  and  insure  that  proposed 
alternative  flood  management  measures  were  developed  and  evaluated  on  a 
basin-wide  basis.  The  need  for  erosion  and  sedimentation  control  in  the 
watershed,  along  with  the  concern  for  the  natural  environment,  were  also 
strongly  expressed  during  the  meeting. 
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A  public  workshop  was  held  on  24  August  1976  with  the  supervisors  of  the 
affected  townships,  Monroe  County,  and  New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation.  This  was  the  first  of  the  many  planned  and  anti¬ 
cipated  workshops  that  were  held  throughout  the  study.  This  workshop  and 
others  held  were  important  to  help  better  identify  problems  and  needs,  and 
associated  alternative  solutions  for  flood  control  and  other  water-related 
needs  such  as  recreation  and  water  quality.  The  main  concern  that  was 
established  at  the  workshop  was  that  the  need  existed  for  better  land  manage¬ 
ment  throughout  the  watershed.  The  towns  are  going  to  take  it  upon  them¬ 
selves  to  make  sure  all  affected  townships  are  active  in  this  study  and  a 
local  township  steering  committee  could  be  established  to  help  coordinate 
activities. 

Another  public  meeting  was  held  on  28  April  1977,  to  update  the  public  on  the 
status  of  the  study.  There  was  also  a  discussion  of  flood  plain  management 
practices. 

A  public  workshop  was  held  on  30  November  1977,  at  the  Farm  and  Home  Center 
in  Rochester,  NY.  Flood  control  measures  for  Panorama  Plaza  were  discussed. 
Computer  land  use  modeling  and  its  value  to  planners  were  also  discussed. 
Secondary  objectives  of  recreation  facilities  and  water  quality  were 
presented. 

A  public  workshop  was  held  on  16  March  1978,  in  the  Henrietta  Town  Hall, 
Henrietta,  NY.  The  topics  of  discussion  revolved  around  the  aspects  of  com¬ 
puter  land  use  modeling.  The  cost,  support,  responsibilities,  and  alter¬ 
natives  of  the  modeling  system  were  discussed. 

A  meeting  with  local  interests  was  held  on  28  September  1978,  at  the  town 
hall  in  Penfield,  NY.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  discuss  flood 
control  alternatives  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  and  computer  modeling. 

Prior  to  this  meeting  on  computer  modeling,  several  negative  responses 
regarding  implementation  of  computer  modeling  were  received  from  affected 
towns  and  agencies.  This  eventually  led  to  the  elimination  of  the  model 
study  from  further  consideration. 

A  Stage  2  public  meeting  was  held  on  12  August  1979,  at  Penfield  High  School 
in  the  town  of  Penfield,  New  York.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  results  of  the  coordinated  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report.  The 
impacts  of  the  proposed  alternatives  upon  the  environment  and  the  need  for 
upstream  flood  plain  management  planning  were  major  concerns  expressed  by  the 
public  during  the  meeting. 

A  workshop  was  held  20  February  1980  among  Corps  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  NYS  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  represen¬ 
tatives  to  discuss  environmental  concerns  in  the  design  of  the  selected  plan. 

A  workshop  was  held  4  May  1980  among  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  town  of 
Penfield  officials  to  discuss  the  aspects  of  the  selected  plan. 


On  15  and  30  April  1981,  meetings  among  NYSDEC  (Albany),  NYSDEC  (Avon), 
NYSDEC  (Cortland),  and  Corps  of  Engineers  representatives  were  held  to 
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discuss  the  items  of  non-Federal  cooperation  and  maintenance 
responsibilities.  This  Final  Report  was  revised  to  address  all  of  the  NYSDEC 
concerns. 

On  29  April  1981,  a  combined  public  meeting  and  Section  404  public  hearing 
was  held  at  Penfield  High  School.  No  public  comments  were  made  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  Section  404  action.  Several  comments  were  made  concerning  access  at 
the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge,  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge,  and  the  private  road  to 
the  Genesee  Conservation  League.  The  exact  details  for  access  will  be  pre¬ 
pared  during  the  final  design  stages.  Other  comments  were  made  concerning 
the  cost-sharing  by  the  non-Federal  and  the  high  cost  of  non-Federal 
maintenance.  The  NYSDEC  is  the  local  sponsor  and  will  be  responsible  for 
determining  the  non-Federal  cost  sharing  policy.  Many  of  the  individuals 
present  expressed  concerns  on  particular  design  or  implementation  features, 
but  only  two  Individuals  went  on  record  as  being  opposed  to  the  project. 

These  two  individuals  have  sent  a  letter  summarizing  their  concerns.  The 
letters  with  a  Corps  response  are  included  in  Appendix  I. 

THE  REPORT  AND  STUDY  PROCESS 


This  report  describes  the  resources  and  economy  of  the  study  area;  identifies 
flood-related  problems  and  needs;  formulates  a  full  range  of  possible  channel 
modification  alternatives;  describes  economic,  social,  and  environmental 
implications  of  the  alternatives;  and  identifies  feasible  and  economically 
justified  improvements.  It  also  includes,  in  summary  form,  the  costs  and 
benefits  of  the  various  alternatives  and  the  division  of  project  respon¬ 
sibility  between  Federal  and  non-Federal  interests  for  the  feasible  and  eco¬ 
nomically  justified  improvements.  Finally,  the  report  briefly  describes  the 
views  of  non-Federal  interests  toward  flood  plain  management  and  the  selected 
flood  damage  reduction  alternative;  and  presents  the  findings,  conclusions, 
and  recommendations  regarding  further  detailed  study  under  Congressional 
authorization. 

During  the  study  process  plans  are  developed  in  three  stages  through  an 
iterative  process  of  four  tasks.  The  initial  stage  resulted  in  a  plan  of 
study;  the  intermediate  stage  defined  a  broad  range  of  alternative  plans  to 
be  developed  and  analyzed,  and  the  final  stage  involves  screening  these  plans 
and  developing  detailed  plans  as  a  basis  for  selection  and  recommendation. 

The  coordinated  plan  of  study  completes  the  initial  study  stage.  The 
Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  (PFR)  was  the  product  of  the  intermediate 
stage.  The  product  of  this  final  stage  is  the  Final  Feasibility  Report 
(FFR),  which  serves  as  the  basis  for  recommending  project  construction  if  a 
project  is  found  to  be  economically  feasible  and  environmentally  and  socially 
acceptable. 

PRIOR  STUDIES  AND  REPORTS 
CORPS  REPORTS  AND  STUDIES 

The  Corps  at  the  request  of  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation  completed  a  Flood  Plain  Information  Report  for  the  main  stem  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  in  February  1975.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  completed  a  Plan 
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of  Survey  for  Irondequoit  Creek  which  was  submitted  to  North  Central  Division 
(NCD)  in  June  1971  but  was  not  approved  due  to  the  lack  of  sufficient  infor¬ 
mation.  The  only  other  study  by  the  Corps  was  the  April  1968  preliminary 
survey  of  flood  damages  for  the  March  1960  flood.  In  recent  years,  the 
Buffalo  District  has  made  flood  potential  evaluations  for  a  number  of  dis¬ 
crete  locations  in  the  watershed  at  the  request  of  officials  in  several 
communities.  This  service  was  performed  under  the  Technical  Assistance  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Flood  Plain  Management  Service  Program.  Undoubtedly,  the  use  of 
these  flood  hazard  data  by  the  involved  local  governments,  with  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  the  Monroe  County  Planning  Department,  will  have  a  positive  effect  in 
stabilizing  the  damage  potential  in  the  watershed.  There  are  no  known 
Federal,  State,  or  local  flood  control  projects  in  the  watershed. 

The  Buffalo  District  has  made  extensive  engineering  studies  and  prepared 
various  reports  for  Irondequoit  Bay  to  provide  an  entrance  channel  to  Lake 
Ontario  for  small-craft  navigation.  Following  a  number  of  years  of  inac¬ 
tivity,  the  authorized  studies  (Phase  I  GDM)  for  a  small-boat  harbor  in 
Irondequoit  Bay  were  reinitiated  in  early  1976.  This  study  has  no  impact 
upon  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Study. 

A  coordinated  Plan  of  Study  was  completed  for  Irondequoit  Creek  in  September 
1976  to  begin  studies  on  flood  control  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

It  was  approved  by  NCD.  A  reconnaissance-type  report  was  completed  in 
February  1979,  presenting  structural  flood  control  alternatives  for  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area  within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  The  report  was 
prepared  to  serve  as  a  vehicle  for  NCD  approval  to  continue  on  with  Stage  3 
investigations  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  In  March  1979,  a  draft 
Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  (PFR)  was  completed  and  sent  to  the  North 
Central  Division  office  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  review  and  comments. 
Upon  revision  of  the  report,  a  revised  PFR  was  sent  to  agencies,  officials, 
and  the  public  in  July  1979,  for  coordination.  In  January  1981,  a  draft  of 
the  FFR  and  DEIS  were  coordinated  with  the  public. 

The  New  York  State  Barge  Canal  is  presently  being  studied  by  the  New  York 
District  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  interest  of  providing  improved 
navigation  facilities. 

REPORTS  AND  STUDIES  OF  OTHERS 


Monroe  County,  the  city  of  Rochester,  and  all  Monroe  County  townships  within 
the  watershed  have  developed  and  prepared  various  comprehensive  planning 
reports  and  drainage  studies  dating  from  1960  to  the  present.  The  main 
emphasis  in  these  reports  is  on  existing  and  future  land  use,  transportation 
networks,  utilities,  drainage,  solid  waste  disposal,  and  human  resources. 
These  reports  provided  valuable  data  such  as  soil  conditions  and  geological 
features  to  help  identify  present  and  future  land  usage,  environmental  and 
recreational  needs,  drainage  patterns,  and  sewage  disposal  for  potential 
floodprone  areas. 

An  important  aspect  considered  in  the  earlier  investigation  and  development 
of  alternative  plans  is  the  coordination  and  utilization  of  flood  insurance 
study  data.  Presently,  a  consultant  firm  is  under  contract  with  the  Flood 
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Insurance  Administration  to  carry  out  flood  insurance  studies  in  the  Monroe 
County  area.  The  towns  within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  which  are 
included  in  the  contract  are:  Brighton,  Irondequoit,  Penfield,  Perinton, 
Pittsford,  and  the  city  of  Rochester.  The  town  of  Henrietta  is  being 
completed  by  the  USGS,  and  the  town  of  Mendon  by  another  agency.  All  of 
the  above  studies  are  in  various  stages  of  completion. 

The  Town  Engineer  for  Penfield,  NY,  is  currently  conducting  a  town-wide 
drainage  study.  The  data  gathered  was  utilized  in  the  interior  drainage 
analysis  for  the  recommended  Corps  project  in  the  area  of  Panorama  Plaza. 

PREVIOUS  PROJECTS  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 


There  have  been  no  previous  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control  projects 
in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  The  only  Federal  project  in  the 
vicinity  is  an  authorized  project  at  Irondequoit  Bay  to  construct  a 
recreational  navigation  project  which  is  in  the  advanced  engineering 
and  design  stage. 
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SKETCH  2 


RESOURCES  AND  ECONOMY  OF  THE  WATERSHED 


GENERAL 


This  secdon  presents  information  that  will  provide  an  understanding  of:  the 
existing  environment;  natural  and  human  resources  of  -the  study  area;  the 
area's  development;  and  the  area's  economy  and  trends.  The  purpose  of  this 
section  is  to  provide  a  frame  of  reference  for  subsequent  discussions  of 
problems  and  needs  and  of  alternative  solutions  together  with  their  effects. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

LOCALITY 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  is  located  in  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne 
Counties  in  the  central  portion  of  New  York  State.  The  locality  of  the 
basin,  southeast  of  Rochester,  NY,  is  Indicated  on  sketch  1. 

AREA  DESCRIPTION 

Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  shown  on  sketch  2,  drains  an  area  of  approxi¬ 
mately  139  square  miles  in  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne  Counties,  NY.  About 
120  square  miles  of  the  drainage  area  is  in  Monroe  County,  about  17  square 
miles  in  Ontario  County,  and  the  remaining  2  square  miles  in  Wayne  County. 

The  headwaters  of  Irondequoit  Creek  are  in  Ontario  County  about  11  miles  WNW 
of  Canandaigua,  NY,  beginning  at  an  elevation  of  about  780  feet  above  mean 
sea  level.  Several  smaller  creeks  join  Irondequoit  Creek  as  it  meanders 
through  a  generally  narrow  gorge  about  150-200  feet  wide  between  steep  hills 
from  the  headwaters  and  most  of  its  length  until  entering  Lake  Ontario 
through  Irondequoit  Bay.  The  main  stem  of  Irondequoit  Creek  has  a  total 
length  of  approximately  32  miles  in  a  basin  about  16.5  miles  long  and  12 
miles  wide.  Thomas  Creek,  easterly  of  Irondequoit  Creek,  and  Allen  Creek  to 
the  west,  are  the  major  tributaries.  Allen  Creek  drains  an  area  of  about 
31.0  square  miles  and  Thomas  Creek  an  area  of  about  28.0  square  miles. 

Smaller  tributaries  are  Trout  Brook,  White  Brook,  Buckland  Creek,  and  several 
unnamed  streams. 

GEOGRAPHY 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  once  primarily  rural,  has  undergone  rapid 
suburban  development  in  recent  years.  The  northern  part  of  the  watershed, 
especially  north  of  the  Barge  Canal,  has  developed  most  rapidly  as  the 
Rochester  suburban  area  expands.  Sketch  2  shows  the  boundaries  of  the 
watershed,  the  courses  of  tributaries,  and  major  influences  such  as  the  New 
York  State  Barge  Canal  and  Irondequoit  Bay. 

Irondequoit  Creek  flows  in  a  meandering  course  through  a  hilly  and  steep¬ 
sided  valley  and  is  fed  by  streams  and  gullies  from  the  hillside  and  a  few 
wetland  areas.  Most  of  the  basin,  except  in  populated  areas,  is  heavily 
vegetated.  The  Irondequoit  Creek  valley  bed  is  generally  about  200  feet 
wide.  Irondequoit  Bay  at  the  mouth  is  about  1  mile  wide  between  steep-sided 
slopes.  Irondequoit  Bay  is  not  within  the  study  area. 
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REGIONAL  GEOLOGY 


Physiography  -  The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  consists  of  the  Ontario  Lake 
Plain  and  the  Southern  Ontario  Plain  of  the  Erie-Ontario  Lowland.  The  two 
plains  are  separated  by  the  west-trending  Niagara  Escarpment  which  crosses 
the  study  area  in  the  vicinity  of  Allen  Creek.  Another  ridge,  the  Onondaga 
Escarpment,  crosses  the  south  central  portion  of  the  watershed  through  the 
villages  of  Pittsford  and  Fairport. 

The  Irondequoit  valley  exhibits  more  than  150  feet  of  relief  in  parts  and  is 
the  most  striking  feature  in  the  watershed.  Irondequoit  Creek  originates  in 
the  northwest  corner  of  Ontario  County  and  flows  northerly  through  a  fresh 
water  marshland  and  empties  into  Irondequoit  Bay.  Its  major  tributaries  are 
Allen  Creek  and  Thomas  Creek. 

Bedrock  -  Bedrock  underlying  the  area  consists  of  limestones,  shales,  and 
sandstones  of  the  middle  Silurian  Clinton  group  and  dolomite  of  the  Lockport 
group.  These  units  form  a  homocline  which  dips  gently  towards  the  south. 

Surficial  Deposits  -  Overlying  the  bedrock  are  glacial,  lacustrine,  and  flu¬ 
vial  deposits.  Till  covers  much  of  the  upland  and  consists  of  a  mixture  of 
sand,  silt,  clay,  and  boulders.  This  till  may  be  suitable  for  use  as  borrow 
material  for  embankment  construction.  Thick,  sorted  sand  silt  and  gravel 
deposits  border  the  Irondequoit  Valley.  These  were  deposited  by  the 
ancestral  Genesee  River  into  glacial  Lake  Iroquois,  a  predecessor  to  Lake 
Ontario. 

Recently  deposited  gravel  bars  can  be  found  in  the  steeper  portion  of  the 
creek;  finer,  overbank  deposits  can  be  found  in  the  lower  portion  of  the 
stream. 

GROUNDWATER 

The  major  flow  inputs  for  the  main  tributaries  of  Irondequoit  Creek  are  sur¬ 
face  runoff  and  groundwater  discharge  (either  as  springs  or  bank  discharge). 
These  are  mainly  controlled  by  amount  and  duration  of  precipitation.  It 
appears  that  the  groundwater  table  generally  follows  the  topography  of  the 
area.  Groundwater  recharge  by  the  stream  system  is  invariably  a  temporary 
circumstance  caused  by  bank  overflow  during  periods  of  high  flow.  The 
underlying  bedrock  surface  is  fairly  impervious  and  thus  controls  the  leakage 
of  groundwater  to  deeper  parts  of  the  system.  While  there  are  some  scattered 
lakes  and  ponds,  the  New  York  State  Barge  Canal  and  Mendon  Ponds  Park  are  the 
only  Inland  bodies  of  water  with  any  significant  size  in  the  watershed.  The 
reach  of  Thomas  Creek  parallel  to  the  Barge  Canal  also  experiences  high 
groundwater  due  to  soil  conditions  discussed  previously.  The  domestic  water 
supply  in  the  southern  and  rural  areas  comes  from  wells  in  both  rock  and 
unconsolidated  deposits.  In  many  places,  these  wells  are  not  always  adequate 
during  prolonged  dry  periods  and  the  water  frequently  contains  sulfur  and 
minerals.  There  have  been  isolated  cases  of  onsite  sanitary  disposal  systems 
breaking  down  and  discharges  into  the  soil  (due  mainly  to  age).  Pollution  of 
groundwater  can  be  hard  to  trace  to  a  direct  source.  Municipalities  in  the 
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SKETCH  S 


northern  portion  of  the  watershed  receive  water  from  Lake  Ontario  via  the 
rapidly  expanding  Monroe  County  Water  Authority. 

CLIMATOLOGY 

There  is  a  first  order  weather  station  located  about  1.7  miles  beyond  the 
westerly  edge  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  at  the  Rochester-Monroe 
County  Airport.  This  station  has  continuous  records  for  106  years.  There  is 
another  hourly  precipitation  gage,  2.5  miles  beyond  the  southeast  boundary  of 
the  basin  and  two  daily  precipitation  gages,  one  0.82  miles  beyond  the  south¬ 
west  corner,  and  the  other  2.21  miles  beyond  the  east  boundary.  The  approxi¬ 
mate  locations  of  the  climatological  and  hydrologic  stations  are  shown  on 
sketch  3. 

From  40  years  of  record,  1940  through  1979,  normal,  annual,  and  monthly 
values  of  precipitation,  snowfall,  and  temperature  were  obtained.  These  data 
for  the  Rochester-Monroe  County  Airport  Weather  Bureau  station  are  presented 
in  subsequent  paragraphs. 

The  40-year  normal  annual  precipitation  is  32.66  inches.  The  monthly  values 
vary  from  a  low  of  2.39  inches  in  February  to  a  high  of  3.08  inches  in  June. 

The  40-year  normal  annual  snowfall  for  this  station  is  89.1  inches.  Of  the 
monthly  means,  the  highest  is  22.9  inches,  occurring  in  January. 

The  40-year  normal  annual  temperature  for  the  station  is  47.8  degrees 
Fahrenheit.  July  is  the  warmest  month,  and  February  the  coldest  month  with 
average  temperatures  of  71.3  and  24.4  degrees  Fahrenheit,  respectively. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERNS 

General 


As  a  result  of  a  recent  fisheries  survey  conducted  during  three  periods: 

9-11  November  1979  and  22-24  May/20-23  June  1980,  it  appears  that  the  fishery 
in  Irondequoit  Creek  is  a  succession  of  species  migrating  through  the  area. 
Fish  enter  the  study  area  either  to  spawn  or  while  enroute  to  spawning  areas 
upstream  of  the  potential  project  zone.  Most  individuals  of  salmonids, 
catostomids,  and  basses  enter  the  study  area  during  the  spawning  periods  and 
leave  soon  after.  With  the  exception  of  some  resident  sunflshes  and  minnows, 
the  creek  exhibits  a  series  of  immigration  and  eramigration  of  major  sport 
species  and  rough  fishes.  Sport  fishing  in  the  stream  is  seasonal  and  con¬ 
sists  of  series  of  species  for  limited  periods  of  time.  During  the  fall  and 
spring,  Chinook  salmon,  rainbow,  and  brown  trout  are  the  most  sought-after 
species  in  creek  areas  mostly  upstream  of  the  potential  project  site. 
Currently,  trout  are  not  being  stocked  in  the  creek  by  the  New  York  State 
Conservation  Department;  former  stocks  are  still  under  study. 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  supports  a  variety  of  game  and  nongame 
wildlife  resources.  Extensive  wetlands  in  the  vicinity  of  the  mouth  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  contain  submerged,  floating,  and  emergent  vegetation  that 
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provides  habitat  for  aquatic  mammal  furbearers  and  birds,  as  well  as  amphi¬ 
bians  and  reptiles.  However,  no  wetlands  are  found  within  the  Panorama  Plaza 
project  zone  or  along  creek  areas  further  upstream.  Even  with  the  encroach¬ 
ment  of  residential,  commercial,  and  Industrial  development  in  the  stream's 
lower  reaches,  some  wildlife  species  still  use  the  riparian  habitat  and 
adjoining  terrestrial  grass/f orb/ shrub  fields  as  a  travel  lane,  as  well  as 
for  food  and  cover. 

Concerns 


The  following  items  have  been  identified  as  resources  of  environmental  con¬ 
cern  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed: 

a.  Physiography  and  Geologic  Features  -  The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 
is  marked  by  a  series  of  two  plains  rising  progressively  above  one  another 
toward  the  south.  Two  prominent  west  trending  escarpments  (Niagara  and 
Onondaga)  mark  the  boundaries  of  these  plains.  The  Niagara  Escarpment  formed 
by  the  resistant  Lockport  Dolomite  runs  east-west  across  the  watershed 
crossing  Irondequoit  Creek  just  downstream  of  its  confluence  with  Allen 
Creek.  The  Niagara  Escarpment,  however,  becomes  more  pronounced  to  the  west 
of  the  watershed.  The  Onondaga  Escarpment,  formed  by  Onondaga  Limestone, 
crosses  the  southern  central  portion  of  the  watershed  through  the  villages  of 
Pittsford  and  Fairport. 

The  most  striking  physiographic  feature  in  the  watershed  is  the  broad  valley 
extending  northward  through  the  area  to  Irondequoit  Bay.  This  valley  is 
known  as  the  Irondogenesee  Buried  Valley  and  was  the  preglacial  Genesee  River 
Valley.  The  valley  has  a  thick  blanket  of  glacial  debris  consisting  mainly 
of  sand  and  gravel  deposited  by  glaciers  during  the  Pleistocene  Epoch.  This 
valley  area  today  generally  delineates  the  course  of  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Numerous  kames,  kame-moraines ,  kettles,  drumlins,  eskers,  and  other  unique 
glacial  geologic  features  are  located  within  the  watershed.  Mendon  Ponds 
Park,  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  watershed  upstream  of  Panorama  Plaza,  is 
a  National  Natural  Landmark  site  that  contains  and  preserves  many  of  these 
features. 

b.  Water  Quality  -  Under  the  New  York  State  Water  Classification  System, 
Irondequoit  Creek  is  classified  as  "B"  water  which  is  suitable  for  bathing. 

In  addition,  the  upper  reaches  of  the  watershed  are  classified  as  "I”  which 
is  suitable  for  survival  of  trout  populations.  Irondequoit  Creek  over  the 
years  has  been  plagued  with  increasing  urban  development,  improperly  treated 
sewage  effluents,  and  polluted  land  runoffs.  Water  quality  in  the  creek  has, 
and  is  expected  to  continue,  to  gradually  improve  as  a  result  of  the  Monroe 
County  Pure  Waters  Section  208  Program.  The  program  will  investigate  non¬ 
point  source  pollution,  which  includes  urban  runoff  and  Identify  methods  of 
controlling  the  problem.  Municipal  and  industrial  waste  water  systems  will 
also  continue  to  be  investigated  and  improved. 

c.  Aesthetic  Quality  -  Many  areas  with  aesthetic  qualities  exist  within 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  This  is  evident  by  the  number  of  parks  and 
attractions  which  emphasize  these  features.  Although  it  is  rapidly 
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developing,  the  majority  of  the  watershed  is  still  rural.  The  unique  geo¬ 
logic  features,  the  broad,  steep-sloped  valleys,  the  fields,  farms,  creeks, 
villages,  roads,  ponds,  wildlife,  and  plush  vegetation  all  combine  to  provide 
many  scenic  vistas  and  varying  intrinsic  aesthetic  qualities  throughout  the 
watershed. 

d.  Recreation  -  The  watershed  resources  provide  opportunities  for 
numerous  passive  and  active  recreational  activities.  Much  may  be  attributed 
to  Monroe  County's  excellent  park  system.  Irondequoit  Creek  is  bordered  by 
numerous  parklands  which  include  several  hundred  acres  of  land,  the  largest 
of  which  are  Mendon  Ponds  Park  in  Mendon  and  Ellison  Park  near  Rochester.  A 
linear  park  is  also  proposed  that  would  parallel  the  creek  between  Powder 
Mills  Park  and  Irondequoit  Bay  by  combining  several  of  the  parks  that  pres¬ 
ently  border  the  creek.  These  parks  serve  to  both  protect  and  to  provide 
utilization  of  the  creek  resources.  The  various  seasons  provide  ice  and 
snow-related  sports  in  the  winter  and  a  variety  of  outdoor  or  water-related 
sports  during  the  summer.  Fish  and  wildlife  resources  provide  ample  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  fishing  and  hunting,  particularly  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the 
creek  tributaries  and  in  and  along  the  marshes  and  waters  of  Irondequoit  Bay. 
Water-related  recreational  sports,  including  boating,  fishing,  and  swimming, 
are  also  available  on  Lake  Ontario,  Irondequoit  Bay,  and  the  Barge  Canal. 

e.  Cultural  Resources  -  The  watershed  has  a  rich  heritage  that  has  been 
preserved  in  over  30  State  and  Federal  historic,  archeologic,  and  architec¬ 
tural  sites.  However,  no  cultural  resources  have  been  identified  within  the 
Panamora  Plaza  area. 

f.  Political  Resources  -  County  and  town  governments  and  private  citi¬ 
zens  groups  are  well  organized  and  active  in  community  and  regional  affairs. 
These  are  the  entities  that  are  and  will  be  responsible  for  the  future  well¬ 
being  and  sensible  growth  and  development  of  the  watershed  and  its  communi¬ 
ties. 

g.  Human  Resources  —  The  well-being  of  the  people  and  their  communities 
and  their  wise  and  sensible  continued  growth  and  development  are  of  particular 
concern  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  from  the  human  environment  point 

of  view.  The  watershed  Includes  parts  of  or  all  of  eight  townships  and  part 
of  the  city  of  Rochester.  Within  these  townships  are  numerous  towns, 
villages,  and  hamlets.  The  watershed  continues  to  develop  rapidly  (primarily 
due  to  its  proximity  to  the  continually  developing  Rochester  area' .  and  some 
of  these  communities  are  or  will  face  development  problems.  One  of  the  pri¬ 
mary  concerns  of  this  investigation  Is  to  identify  and  address,  where 
feasible,  problems  relative  to  water  resources;  primarily  flooding  problems. 
Flood  damage  reduction  protect  existing  developments  (human  resources)  from 
water  damage  and  hazards  and  enable  continued  community  function  that  ordi¬ 
narily  would  be  disrupted  by  floodwaters.  Protection  for  existing  com¬ 
munities  facing  these  problems  and  prevention  of  similar  situation  problems 
in  the  future  can  contribute  to  the  quality  and  well-being  of  both  and  social 
and  economic  aspects  of  the  human  environment. 

The  quality  of  these  and  other  environmental  resources  should  be  enhanced  by 
any  plan  of  improvement  for  the  watershed. 


Table  1  -  Gaging  Stations  In  Irondequoit  Creek  Basin 


STREAMFLOW  DATA 


Records  of  peak  discharge  are  available  for  Irondequoit  Creek  from  1962  to 
present.  This  information  is  from  crest-stage  gages  located  at  Bushnell 
Basin  and  Pittsford,  NY.  There  are  two  active  short-term  gaging  stations  in 
the  Irondequoit  Watershed;  one  on  Irondequoit  Creek  upstream  from  the  Linden 
Avenue  bridge  near  Penfield,  which  has  been  in  operation  since  1924,  and  one 
on  Allen  Creek  with  a  period  of  record  from  1959  to  the  present.  Table  1 
contains  the  location,  drainage  area,  and  period  of  record  for  these  gages. 

Generally,  the  discharge  records  for  Allen  Creek  are  poor  because  they 
include  undetermined  diversion  flows  from  Barge  Canal  upstream  from  the 
station. 

Peak  discharges  for  selected  floods  on  Allen  Creek  and  the  crest-stage  sta¬ 
tions  on  Irondequoit  Creek  are  tabulated  in  Table  2. 

Newspaper  files,  historical  documents,  and  records  were  searched  for  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  past  floods  to  supplement  records  from  the  gaging  stations. 
Very  few  records  of  past  flooding  exist.  When  floods  did  occur  in  the 
Irondequoit  Watershed,  they  apparently  did  not  affect  many  people,  and  were 
not  as  newsworthy  as  the  often  corresponding  floods  on  the  nearby  Genesee 
River  which  typically  received  broad  coverage  in  the  media. 

A  Flood  Plain  Information  (FPI)  Report  for  Irondequoit  Creek,  from  its  mouth 
upstream  to  river  mile  25.0  in  the  town  of  Mendon,  was  prepared  by  the 
Buffalo  District  in  February  1975.  Field  surveys  were  performed  for  this  FPI 
Study  to  obtain  the  necessary  hydraulic  information.  Field  investigations 
were  also  conducted  to  obtain  essential  flood  plain  information  such  as  high 
water  marks,  flow  obstructions,  and  existing  and  planned  development. 

Information  obtained  in  the  field  was  then  studied  and  analyzed  to  produce 
computational  data  that  were  utilized  to  obtain  water  surface  profiles  for 
selected  future  floods  along  the  25-mile  length  of  Irondequoit  Creek. 

DEMOGRAPHY  AND  ECONOMY 

GENERAL 

The  major  portion  of  the  watershed  lies  within  Monroe  County.  The  remaining 
area,  approximately  13  percent  of  the  watershed,  is  located  in  Ontario  and 
Wayne  Counties. 


Table  3  -  Population  Characteristics  and  Population 
Trends  for  Towns  Within  the  Watershed  U 
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Major  political  subdivisions  located  partly,  or  completely,  within  the  study 
area  are: 


Monroe  County 

Rochester,  City 
East  Rochester,  Village 
Pittsford,  Village 
Fairport,  Village 
Pittsford,  Town 
Brighton,  Town 
Penfield,  Town 
Perinton,  Town 
Henrietta,  Town 
Irondequoit,  Town 
Mendon,  Town 

As  the  growing  Rochester  suburban  area  expands,  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed,  once  primarily  rural,  is  undergoing  continued  rapid  suburban 
development.  The  watershed  is  bounded  on  the  north  by  Irondequoit  Bay,  on  * 
the  northwest  by  the  city  of  Rochester,  and  by  various  villages  and  towns  in 
the  remaining  areas.  The  central  portion  of  the  watershed  is  traversed  in  an 
east-westerly  direction  by  both  the  New  York  State  Barge  Canal  and  the  New 
York  State  Thruway.  A  highly-developed  residential  area  extends  from  the 
northern  watershed  boundary  to  the  vicinity  of  the  Barge  Canal  and  comprises 
approximately  35  percent  of  the  land  in  the  watershed.  A  majority  of  the 
watershed  is  heavily  vegetated,  except  in  population  centers. 

Within  the  watershed,  wholly  or  in  part,  lie  three  counties,  one  city,  10 
towns,  and  three  villages.  Over  90  percent  of  the  watershed  lies  in  Monroe 
County. 

The  governmental  entities  In  the  watershed  are  generally  well  informed  and 
progressively  minded.  Extensive  conscientious  planning  has  already  been  done 
for  recreation,  water  quality,  natural  resource  conservation,  and  flood  plain 
management.  The  town  governments  are  practically  autonomous  in  any  land  use 
decisions  related  to  the  above.  It  is  therefore  the  town  governments  of  the 
watershed  that  would  ultimately  decide  how  the  recommendations  from  this 
study  would  be  implemented. 

POPULATION 

The  population  of  the  watershed  is  approximately  230,000.  Monroe  County 
housing  is  up  25  percent  since  1970  and  indications  are  that  growth  will  con¬ 
tinue  in  the  Irondequoit  Watershed  but  at  a  somewhat  slower  rate.  The  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  area  is  considered  strong  and  the  per  capita  income  is  well  above 
the  national  average.  The  population  trends  for  the  towns  within  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  are  indicated  on  Table  3. 


Ontario  County 

Victor,  Town 

West  Bloomfield,  Town 

Wayne  County 

Macedon,  Town 
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LAND  USE 
General 

As  the  growing  Rochester  suburban  area  expands,  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed,  once  primarily  rural,  is  undergoing  continued  rapid  development. 

A  highly-developed  residential  area  extends  from  the  northern  watershed 
boundary  to  the  vicinity  of  the  Barge  Canal  and  comprises  almost  35  percent 
of  the  land  in  the  watershed.  Water  quality  of  the  creek  deteriorates  as  it 
flows  northward  to  the  more  urban  areas  of  the  watershed. 

The  zoning  currently  in  effect  is  diversified  and  directly  reflects  the 
location,  size,  and  population  of  the  many  different  municipalities.  It 
ranges  from  various  types  of  residential  and  multi-agricultural  uses  to 
commercial,  manufacturing,  and  recreational  development. 

Agriculture 

A  large  percentage  of  the  watershed  land  use  pattern,  from  its  most 
northernly  sector  to  the  vicinity  of  the  Barge  Canal,  is  highly  residential 
urban  development.  The  upper  reaches  of  the  watershed  in  Ontario  County  and 
town  of  Mendon  in  Monroe  County,  however,  are  mainly  used  for  dairy  farming, 
and  vegetable  and  fruit  farms.  The  overall  number  of  farms  in  the  area  is 
decreasing,  but  the  trend  is  to  larger,  more  efficient  farms.  An  important 
constraint  to  future  agricultural  development  is  the  rugged  topography  in 
portions  of  the  watershed.  There  is  no  agricultural  land  use  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Federal  project  recommended  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area. 

Commercial 


Commercial  districts  are  widely  scattered  throughout  the  watershed,  with 
larger  ones  concentrated  in  areas  of  higher  population  and  along  main 
transportation  corridors.  A  variety  of  shopping  malls  and  smaller  plazas 
exist  within  easy  access  of  most  of  the  populace.  The  Panorama  Plaza  area  is 
the  major  center  of  commerce  in  the  town  of  Penfleld. 

Manufacturing 

The  Rochester  and  Monroe  County  area  has  a  wide  diversification  of  indus¬ 
tries,  owing  largely  to  excellent  air,  highway,  and  rail  transportation 
systems,  which  also  include  the  harbor  of  Rochester  and  the  New  York  State 
Barge  Canal.  The  major  industries  in  the  county  area  produce  photographic 
equipment,  clothing,  instruments,  glass,  electronic  equipment,  other  manufac¬ 
tured  goods,  and  processed  food. 

Recreation 


Recreation  revolves  around  the  excellent  park  system  of  Monroe  County  and  the 
towns  within  the  watershed.  The  various  seasons  provide  ice  and  snow-related 
sports  in  the  winter  and  a  wide  variety  of  outdoor  or  water  recreational 
sports  during  the  summer.  Water— related  recreational  sports  are  available  on 
Lake  Ontario,  Irondequoit  Bay,  and  the  Barge  Canal. 
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TRANSPORTATION 


Transportation  in  the  Rochester  area  is  provided  by  an  excellent  transpor¬ 
tation  network  that  includes  several  limited-access,  high-speed  highways; 
several  railroads;  waterborne  commerce  facilities  using  Rochester  Harbor,  and 
the  Erie  Barge  Canal;  and  three  major  airlines.  More  than  100  trucking  com¬ 
panies  serve  the  county  area  and  buslines  provide  passenger  service  between 
the  city  of  Rochester  and  outlying  towns.  Two  major  highways,  Rt.  490  and 
Rt.  441,  provide  convenient  access  to  the  southwestern  portion  of  Penfield. 

POWER 

The  normal  low,  dry  weather  flows  and  the  flashy  flood  flow  characteristics 
of  the  creeks  and  streams  in  the  watershed,  and  the  general  lack  of  steep 
stream  slopes,  make  production  of  hydroelectric  power  economically  imprac¬ 
ticable.  During  the  19th  and  early  20th  century,  however,  many  small  mills 
existed  along  the  creek  utilizing  waterpower.  They  have  all  since  disap¬ 
peared  due  to  more  economical  mill  power  sources  being  introduced  in  the 
early  20th  century. 

NATURAL  RESOURCES 

There  are  many  important  resources  within  the  study  area  and  Monroe  County. 
Water  is  probably  the  most  important  natural  resource  of  the  area,  due  to  its 
recreation,  water  supply,  industrial,  and  transportation  usage.  The  soils 
which  make  possible  the  growing  of  fruits  and  vegetables  and  provide  pasture 
for  dairying  also  form  a  valuable  resource.  Mineral  resources  include 
dolomite,  limestone,  gypsum,  sand  and  gravel,  and  natural  gas.  Road 
materials  and  building  stones  are  the  most  important  bedrock  products 
quarried  locally.  The  Lockport  dolomite  is  the  chief  source  of  crushed  stone 
and  road  material.  Gypsum  Is  produced  from  the  upper  part  of  the  Camillus 
shale  which  underlies  the  southern  part  of  Monroe  County. 

WATER  SUPPLY 

The  domestic  water  supply  in  the  southern  rural  areas  of  the  watershed  comes 
from  deep  wells  in  both  rock  and  unconsolidated  deposits.  Wells  are  also  the 
main  source  of  water  for  the  towns  and  villages,  except  those  near  Lake 
Ontario  or  those  suburbs  of  Rochester  that  are  served  by  the  municipal  water 
system.  In  many  places,  wells  are  not  always  adequate  during  prolonged  dry 
periods.  Also,  the  water  in  the  area  frequently  contains  sulfur,  and  high 
concentrations  of  salts,  and  is  hard.  The  water  supply  for  the  city  of 
Rochester  comes  from  Hemlock  Lake  and  other  upland  reservoirs,  as  well  as 
directly  from  Lake  Ontario.  Much  of  the  water  for  the  suburbs  of  Rochester 
also  comes  from  Lake  Ontario  via  the  rapidly  expanding  Monroe  County  Water 
Authority. 

NAVIGATION 

There  is  no  motorized  navigation  on  Irondequoit  Creek  or  its  tributaries. 
Irondequoit  Creek  flows  into  Irondequoit  Bay,  which  is  highly  used  for 
recreational  boating.  Irondequoit  Bay  in  turn  flows  into  Lake  Ontario,  which 
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also  Is  highly  used  In  the  Rochester  area  for  small-craft  recreation,  espe¬ 
cially  sailing.  Presently,  there  are  bridge  constrictions  over  the  hay 
outlet  that  restrict  boating  between  the  bay  and  Lake  Ontario.  Rochester 
Harbor,  10  miles  northwest  of  the  mouth  of  Irondequolt  Creek  is  a  commercial 
and  recreational  navigation  harbor.  The  New  York  State  (Erie)  Barge  Canal, 
which  runs  east-west  through  the  watershed,  maintains  both  commercial  and 
recreational  navigation. 
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PROBLEMS  AND  NEEDS 


GENERAL 


The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  identify,  describe,  and  dimension  the  water 
and  related  resource  problems  and  needs  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 
area. 

FLOOD  CHARACTERISTICS 


Major  floods  can  occur  on  Irondequoit  Creek  during  any  season  of  the  year. 
Floods  within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  basin  result  when  excessive  overland 
runoff  concentrates  in  the  tributaries.  The  magnitude  of  the  main  stream's 
flood  crest  and  discharge  is  dependent  on  the  tributaries'  crests  and 
discharges.  Excessive  runoff  in  the  Irondequoit  Watershed  results  from  one 
of  the  following  conditions:  (1)  A  collision,  over  the  watershed,  of  a  large 
mass  of  warm  moisture- laden  air  from  the  South  Atlantic  or  Gulf  Regions  with 
a  mass  of  air  of  low  temperature  from  the  north.  These  are  also  known  as 
"fronts.”  (2)  Spring  floods  which  are  normally  the  result  of  sharp  rises  in 
temperature  which  melt  the  snow  cover  of  the  basin,  being  frequently  accom¬ 
panied  by  rains.  (3)  Localized  thunderstorms. 

The  physical  characteristics  of  the  watershed  are  other  factors  that  may 
cause  flooding.  The  physical  characteristics  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
drainage  watershed  vary  considerably  between  upstream  and  downstream 
sections.  The  upper  portions  of  the  Irondequoit  Watershed  have  relatively 
steep  gradients.  In  these  areas,  floods  exhibit  more  rapidly  rising  and 
falling  hydrographs.  The  upstream  flood  plains  are  relatively  narrow  with 
little  storage  and  high  velocities  wherein  large  quantities  of  debris  and 
sediment  are  transported  for  considerable  distances.  As  the  creek  flows 
downstream  through  the  town  of  Penfield,  the  gradient  decreases,  the  flood 
plain  widens,  and  the  hydrographs  exhibit  longer  periods  of  rise,  broader 
peaks,  and  a  longer  period  of  fall. 

OBSTRUCTIONS 

Natural  obstructions,  such  as  vegetation  along  banks  and  channels,  and  fallen 
trees,  will  restrict  the  creek's  flow  capacity.  Man-made  obstructions  such 
as  undersized  or  unmaintained  culverts,  undersized  or  unmaintained  bridge 
openings,  and  encroachment  into  the  flood  plain  with  land  fill  or  develop¬ 
ments  will  also  restrict  the  creek’s  capacity. 

During  floods,  ice,  trees,  brush,  and  other  vegetation  growing  in  floodways 
impede  flood  flows,  thus  creating  backwater  conditions  and  increased  flood 
heights.  Trees  and  other  debris  may  be  carried  downstream  to  collect  at 
bridges  and/or  other  obstructions.  The  debris  plugs  the  bridge  or  culvert 
openings  and  retards  the  flood  flow.  These  retarded  flood  flows  then  pool 
and  create  additional  upstream  flooding,  erosion  around  the  culvert  entrances 
and  bridge  approach  embankments,  and  possible  damage  to  the  overlying  road 
bed.  When  masses  of  debris  break  loose,  the  debris  and  impounded  water  surge 
downstream  until  another  obstruction  is  encountered.  Debris  collecting 
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against  a  bridge  could  create  sufficient  pressure  that  exceeds  its  structural 
capacity,  thereby  destroying  the  bridge. 


Photos  1  and  2  illustrate  typical  natural  obstructions  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  floodway. 

There  are  48  bridges  listed  in  Table  4  which  cross  Irondequoit  Creek.  Most 
of  them  are  obstructive  to  the  Intermediate  Regional  Flood  and  even  more  are 
obstructive  to  the  Standard  Project  Flood.  In  some  cases,  the  bridges  may  be 
high  enough  so  as  not  to  be  inundated  by  flood  flows;  however,  the  highway 
approaches  to  these  bridges  may  be  at  lower  elevations  and  subject  to 
flooding  and  thus  rendered  impassible  to  traffic. 

An  important  consideration  is  the  influence  of  the  New  York  State  Barge  Canal 
on  the  flood  flows.  The  Barge  Canal  crosses  the  Irondequoit  Valley,  and  is 
characterized  by  high  man-made  embankments.  The  bottom  elevation  of  the 
canal  is  often  higher  than  adjacent  topography.  The  creek  passes  under  the 
canal  through  slightly  undersized  culvert.  During  periods  of  high 
discharges,  the  combination  of  the  undersized  culvert  and  the  high  embank¬ 
ments  exert  a  dam-like  influence  on  the  flow.  At  high  flows,  there  is  some 
reduction  of  flow  through  the  culvert,  causing  water  to  pond  on  the  upstream 
side  of  the  crossing. 

Photo  3  is  a  view  of  the  downstream  side  of  the  Ketchum  Road  bridge.  The 
high  embankment  of  the  New  York  State  Barge  Canal  is  in  the  background. 

URBANIZATION  AND  ENCROACHMENT 

The  Increased  urbanization  of  formally  undeveloped  agriculture  land  during 
recent  decades  has  also  increased  the  incidence  of  flooding.  Where  the  flow 
once  prevailed  over  a  rough  terrain  and  along  field  gullies  and  stream 
channels,  urbanization  provides  hydraulically  smooth  gutters,  streets,  storm 
drains,  and  open-channel  floodways  that  convey  runoff  rapidly  to  downstream 
points.  Urbanization  also  increases  the  degree  of  imperviousness  to  the 
watershed  area,  which  increases  the  amount  of  flow  to  be  carried  by  the 
creek. 

Future  encroachments  onto  the  Irondequoit  Creek  flood  plain  should  be  care¬ 
fully  studied  by  the  local  planning  agencies  to  assess  their  impact  upon 
existing  flood  plain  conditions  and  future  flood  stages. 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  includes  varying  degrees  of  the  above- 
mentioned  flood-producing  factors  which  will  be  addressed  in  the  ensuing  sec¬ 
tions  of  this  report. 

EROSION 

Erosion  is  a  two-fold  problem,  being  found  naturally  in  the  streambed  itself 
and  also  along  the  banks  and  land  near  the  creek.  Streambed  and  bank  erosion 
can  significantly  alter  the  course  and  flow  characteristics  of  the  channel, 
while  land  erosion  can  affect  the  flood  plain  and  water  quality.  Many 
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Photo  I  —  Typical  natural  obstructions  across  Irondequoit  Creek,  mile 
point  17.30.  Photo  taken  August  1974. 


Photo  2  —  Typical  natural  obstruction  across  Irondequoit  Creek,  mile 
point  17.25.  Photo  taken  August  1974. 


Photo  3  Th«  Now  York  State  Barge  Canal  embankment  rites  approx¬ 
imately  56 feet  above  the  Ketchum  Road  bridge.  Photo  taken  April,  1974 


Table  4  -  Bridges  Across  Irondequolt  Creek.  2J 


Bridge 

Mileage 

Above 

Mouth 

Approximate 
Stream  Bed 
Elevation  1/ 

Approximate 
Low  Steel 
Elevation  i / 

Approximate 

Bridge 

Floor 

Elevation  A / 

Water  Surface 
Intermediate 
Regional 
Flood  1/ 

Elevation 
Standard 
Project 
Flood  y 

Empire  Boulevard  Bridge 

0.04 

239.2 

252.5 

255.7 

252.3 

259.1 

Water  Pipe  Overpass 
Browncroft  Boulevard 

0.05 

239.2 

252.5 

255.7 

253.7 

259.6 

Bridge 

2.13 

243.4 

257.9 

263.5 

257.9 

265.3 

Ellison  Park  Bridge 

2.73 

246.1 

252.8 

254.2 

258.7 

266.4 

Ellison  Park  Foot  Bridge 

3.22 

246.1 

254.6 

255.6 

259.1 

266.9 

Ellison  Park  Foot  Bridge 

3.29 

246.4 

254.5 

256.2 

259.1 

267.0 

Blossom  Road  Bridge 

3.48 

243.7 

257.0 

260.9 

259.5 

267.1 

Ellison  Park  Bridge 

3.58 

245.3 

256.3 

258.0 

259.6 

267.2 

Ellison  Park  Foot  Bridge 

3.85 

247.8 

256.4 

257.9 

259.6 

267.3 

Construction  Bridge 

4.38 

248.9 

259.0 

260.4 

263.3 

270.1 

Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge 

5.73 

256.2 

267.5 

269.3 

271.0 

275.5 

Penfteld  Road  Bridge 

5.78 

256.2 

281.9 

286.0 

271.1 

276.7 

Plaza  Ext.  Bridge 

6.00 

258.0 

265.0 

269.0 

272.7 

277.3 

Panorama  Trail  Bridge 

6.22 

261.1 

276.2 

280.6 

273.0 

277.7 

N.Y.  441  Bridge 

6.53 

264.0 

291.8 

300.2 

276.8 

283.9 

Washington  St.  Bridge 

7.05 

305.1 

317.8 

320.0 

320.9 

326.0 

Linden  Avenue  Bridge 

7.91 

352.0 

370.0 

373.9 

360. 1 

365.8 

Village  Garage  Bridge 

8.97 

362.1 

371.8 

373.9 

373.0 

377.2 

Penn  Central  RR  Bridge 

9.06 

363.5 

395.0 

410.1 

374. 1 

379.1 

Dump  Road  Bridge 

9.10 

364.6 

386.6 

392.7 

375.8 

384.6 

Fairport  Road  Bridge 

9.84 

369.7 

388.5 

391.6 

380.9 

392. 1 

Penn  Central  RR  Bridge 
Pittsford  Palmvra  Rd. 

9.96 

372.4 

402.3 

435.0 

385.8 

394.4 

Bridge 

12.38 

380.8 

394.7 

407.0 

393.2 

399.3 

Interstate  490  Bridge 

12.56 

382.7 

395.8 

400.8 

395.8 

401.8 

Ketchura  Road  Bridge 

13.36 

389.9 

398.8 

407.4 

399.6 

403.7 

Barge  Canal  Overpass 
Pittsford  Victor  Road 

13.41 

” 

~ 

“ 

“ 

Bridge 

13.46 

392.2 

401.3 

442.0 

408.6 

435.0 

Thorne  11  Road  Bridge 

15.58 

405.0 

417.3 

419.4 

417.0 

436.2 

Park  Road  Bridge 

Powder  Mill  Park  Foot 

16.39 

409.1 

418.5 

420.4 

423.8 

437.0 

Bridge 

17.37 

420.0 

431.6 

432.7 

434.2 

440.2 

Woolston  Road  Bridge 

17.45 

420.9 

428.0 

431.3 

434.6 

440.7 

Probst  Road  Bridge 

18.91 

446.7 

457.8 

460.7 

455.4 

457.9 

RC&E  Bridge  #3 

19.88 

463.7 

475.1 

477.9 

482.6 

491.0 

RG6E  Bridge  # 2 

20.05 

464.2 

473.2 

493.2 

487.4 

494.8 

Fisher  Road  Bridge 

20.13 

466.6 

476.8 

480.8 

487.6 

495.0 

New  York  Thruway  Bridge 
Penn  Central  RR  01 

20.74 

476.9 

487.0 

497.7 

489.5 

499.9 

Bridge 

21.09 

479.5 

493.3 

506.6 

500.9 

508.8 

Main  Street  Fishers  Bridge 

21.24 

483.1 

495.0 

496.4 

501.0 

509.1 

Norris  Road  Bridge 
University  Club  House 

22.02 

505.1 

511.3 

514.5 

512.8 

516.3 

Bridge 

22.26 

513.3 

520.0 

523.0 

521.8 

524.2 

Mile  Square  Road  Bridge 
Pittsford  Gravel  Co. 

22.66 

527.0 

536.7 

537.9 

539.0 

540.3 

Bridge 

23.50 

550.7 

555.7 

557.8 

558.5 

560.7 

Lehigh  Valley  RR  Bridge 

23.62 

550.2 

565.5 

571.8 

560.0 

569.9 

N.Y.  251  Bridge 

23.95 

559.7 

567.5 

569.0 

569.0 

573.1 

N.Y.  64  Bridge 

23.99 

558.9 

568.1 

571.1 

569.8 

573.7 

Brooks  Road  Bridge 

25.26 

563.8 

572.2 

573.6 

575.5 

579.9 

Taylor  Road  Bridge 

Cheese  Factory  Road 

26.66 

576.3 

586.0 

588.4 

586.5 

590.6 

Bridge 

27.76 

599.9 

605.8 

607.5 

607.8 

609.1 

Boughton  Hill  Road  Bridge 

30.12 

645.5 

651.4 

653.4 

654.8 

656.5 

J_/  All  elevations  given  are  on  United  States  Coast  &  Geodetic  Survey  datum. 

2/  Water  surface  elevations  refer  to  upstream  side  of  respective  bridge. 

V  Data  taken  from  the  Irondequolt  Creek  Flood  Plain  Information  Report  dated  February  1975. 
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factors  affect  the  time  required  for  serious  erosion  to  develop,  among 
them  streambed  material,  velocity  distribution,  vegetation,  soil  type, 
topography,  and  especially  rainfall  regime,  where  a  few  intense  storms  can 
account  for  severe  localized  land  erosion.  Soil  conservation  methods  and 
vegetal  cover  can  reduce  the  impact  of  rain  and  increase  the  infiltration 
capacity  of  the  soil,  thereby  retarding  erosion.  However,  it  must  be  kept  in 
mind  that  a  stream  requires  a  normal  sediment  load  to  avoid  scouring. 

Streambank  erosion  problems  are  few  and  localized  within  the  watershed  and 
rank  behind  flood-related  problems  in  seriousness.  The  following  list  of 
streambank  erosion  problems  and  locations  were  identified  by  the  public  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  municipalities  involved. 


Town  of  Brighton 
Town  of  Henrietta 
Town  of  Mendon 

Town  of  Penfield 


-  Some  minor  erosion  along  Allen  Creek. 

-  Some  minor  erosion  along  Allen  Creek. 

-  Minor  erosion  at  a  large  gravel  pit,  kept  in  check 
by  retention  ponds. 

-  (1)  Future  erosion  will  affect  a  parking  lot 
downstream  from  the  town's  sewage  treatment  plant; 
(2)  Blossom  Road  near  Ellison  Park  -  guard  rails 
along  side  of  the  road  are  affected. 


Town  of  Perinton  -  Small  stream  (referred  to  as  Tributary  16)  poses 

a  severe  problem  requiring  reinforcement  and 
stabilization  of  stream  banks;  due  to  upstream 
development . 


Town  of  Pittsford  -  Erosion  upstream  of  the  Barge  Canal.  Private 

property  along  Hoth  sides  of  stream  here. 


Village  of  Pittsford  -  Severe  erosion  problem  along  a  small,  unnamed 

stream  that  empties  to  Barge  Canal.  It  runs 
between  backyards,  with  individual  property  owners 
using  railroad  ties  as  shoring.  There  are  some 
exposed  water  mains  and  Austin  Parkway  is  being 
severely  eroded. 


There  is  a  significant  amount  of  sheet  erosion  in  the  cropland  area  of  the 
watershed.  Erosion  rates  exceeding  3  tons  per  acre  per  year  are  considered 
excessive  in  the  watershed.  The  study  of  cropland  sheet  erosion  was  not  con¬ 
sidered  within  the  scope  of  this  study. 


NOTABLE  PAST  FLOODS 


There  is  little  definitive  historical  record  of  flood  events  for  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  This  is  most  likely  due  to  the  lack  of  gaging 
records  prior  to  1939,  and  apparent  rural,  low  population  density  within  the 
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flood  plains  of  the  watershed  prior  to  the  1950's.  Subsequent  paragraphs 
provide  a  brief  description  of  known  past  floods. 

May  1864  -  This  was  the  largest  known  flood  to  date.  A  heavy  rain  and 
subsequent  overbank  flows  caused  considerable  damage  to  flour  and  saw  mills 
adjacent  to  the  creek  in  the  Penfield  area. 

September  1912  -  A  flood  resulted  from  a  break  in  the  Barge  Canal  at  the 
crossing  over  Irondequoit  Creek.  The  escaping  canal  water  washed  out  about 
500  feet  of  embankment  and  the  Barge  Canal  was  inoperable  for  over  a  month. 

Spring  1934  -  This  flood  was  caused  by  a  sudden  thaw  after  a  cold  spell. 
Chunks  of  ice  took  out  the  Daisy  Flour  Mill  dam  in  Penfield  near  Ellison 
Park,  forcing  them  to  change  to  diesel  power. 

31  March  1960  -  This  is  the  major  recent  flood  event  that  has,  at  best,  a 
sketchy  historical  record.  It  has  been  determined  that  in  other  local 
drainage  basins,  such  as  Black  Creek  and  Oatka  Creek,  which  are  tributaries 
of  the  Genesee  River  in  western  Monroe  County,  and  the  Lower  Genesee  River 
basin,  the  March  1960  flood  was  approximately  a  15-year  event  on  Allen  Creek. 
Considerable  damage  was  caused  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  of  Penfield. 

May  1974  -  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek  flooded  as  a  result  of  thun¬ 
derstorms  which  dropped  from  3  inches  to  4  inches  of  rain.  The  Panorama 
Plaza  area  of  Penfield  was  hardest  hit.  The  basements  of  a  recently  con¬ 
structed  apartment  development  were  flooded  to  a  depth  of  6  to  7  feet. 
Property  damage  was  very  high  with  numerous  buildings  and  cars  being  flooded. 
This  was  a  localized  storm  with  the  greatest  rainfall  occurring  over  the 
Allen  Creek  Watershed  of  Irondequoit  Creek  in  northeast  Monroe  County.  The 
May  1974  flood  was  approximately  a  50-year  event  on  Allen  Creek. 

October  1974  -  A  collapse  in  the  bottom  of  the  Barge  Canal  at  the 
Interstate  490  overpass  in  the  Bushnell  Basin  area  caused  severe  local 
flooding  with  great  property  damage.  A  number  of  homes  immediately 
downstream  from  the  breach  in  the  canal  were  completely  destroyed  from  the 
sudden  surge  of  water  into  the  low-lying  area.  The  flood  profile  at  the 
nearby  Interstate  490  and  Pittsford-Palmyra  Road  bridges  on  Irondequoit  Creek 
approximated  that  of  the  100-year  frequency  flood  event. 

March  1976  -  On  the  3rd  and  4th  of  March  1976,  about  0.7  inches  of  rain, 
combined  with  3  inches  of  snow  on  the  ground  produced  flooding  along 
Irondequoit  Creek. 

On  the  3rd  of  March  1976,  the  weather  conditions  were  mixed,  with  heavy  fog, 
thunderstorms,  ice  pellets,  glaze  and  rain  with  above-freezing  temperatures. 

On  the  4th  of  March  1976,  above-freezing  temperatures  and  heavy  fog  was 
prevalent. 

On  the  3rd  and  4th  of  March  1976,  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area,  the  flooding 
was  confined  to  parking  lots  and  streets.  No  physical  damage  was  reported. 
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Table  5  -  Damage  Areas  In  Irondequoit  Creek.  Basin 


Area  No.  ; _ Description _ 

1  :  Ellison  Park  -  Towns  of  Brighton  and  Penfleld 

:  Irondequoit  Creek  meanders  through  the  park  and  Inundates  large 
:  areas  of  the  park  yearly  in  the  spring.  Physical  damages  are 
:  minimal  because  the  park  becomes  a  natural  flood  plain.  The 
:  only  structures  are  a  few  small  park  structures  and  three  or 
:  four  homes  which  could  be  evacuated  or  floodproofed. 

2  :  Panorama  Plaza  -  Town  of  Penfield 
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4 


5 
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The  1960  flood  caused  considerable  overland  flooding  in  the  plaza 
area  with  intermediate  damage.  Future  floods  greater  than  the 
1960  flood  could  cause  excessive  damage  to  the  plaza  and  adjacent 
Brook  Hill  apartments. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Brighton 

The  reports  of  flooding  in  this  area,  along  a  tributary  to  Allen 
Creek,  have  become  more  prevalent  in  recent  years  due  to 
increased  development.  Physical  damages  are  minimal  and  do  not 
justify  a  Federal  project.  The  few  homes  in  the  area  could  be 
floodproofed. 

Golf  Course  -  Town  of  Pittsford 

A  tributary  to  Allen  Creek,  with  low  banks,  runs  through  the 
golf  course,  causing  considerable  overland  flooding  which  results 
in  landscape  damage.  The  homes  on  the  west  end  of  Country  Club 
Drive  experience  periodic  basement  flooding  which  could  be  pre¬ 
vented  by  floodproofing. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Brighton 

The  Stonybrook  Road  area  had  considerable  damage  in  1960,  includ¬ 
ing  damage  to  driveway  bridges  caused  by  overbank  flooding  of 
Allen  Creek.  Floodproofing  could  reduce  damages  in  the  area. 
Major  structural  protection  measures  are  not  recommended. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Pittsford 


This  area  is  on  a  tributary  to  Allen  Creek.  The  area  has  been 
flooded  many  times,  however,  the  damage  costs  have  been  minimal 
for  homeowners.  The  inadequately  sized  Penn  Central  R.R.  cul¬ 
vert  is  a  restriction  to  large  flows. 
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Table  5  -  Damage  Areas  in  Irondequoit  Creek  Basin  (Cont'd) 


Area  No.  : _ Description _ 

7  :  Undeveloped  Area  -  Town  of  Perinton 

:  The  land  adjacent  to  Thomas  Creek  is  low  and  is  floodprone. 

:  However,  the  lack  of  development  nullifies  any  need  for  any 
:  immediate,  flood  protection  measures. 
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Railroad  and  Undeveloped  Area  -  Town  of  Perinton 


This  area  encompasses  a  railroad  complex  and  a  low  swampy  area 
between  the  railroad  and  the  Erie  Canal.  The  area  along  Thomas 
Creek  is  largely  undeveloped  and  there  is  no  significant  flood 
damage.  Clearing  and  snagging  is  recommended  in  the  area. 
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Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Perinton 


A  school,  a  small  manufacturing  firm,  and  a  few  homes  along 
Midvale  Drive  are  susceptible  to  flooding  at  the  confluence  of 
Thomas  Creek  into  Irondequoit  Creek.  No  major  flooding  has 
occurred  in  recent  years.  Minor  channelization  and  floodproofing 
of  the  structures  could  improve  conditions. 
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Residential  Area  -  Towns  of  Pittsford  and  Perinton 


:  Minor  flooding  occurs  in  the  area  mostly  caused  by  inadequate 
:  culverts.  The  tributary  to  Irondequoit  Creek  is  so  small  that 
:  Federal  investigation  would  be  unwarranted  due  to  the  lack  of 
:  economic  justification. 

11  :  Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Henrietta 


Minor  flooding  problems  of  Allen  Creek  have  occurred  in  the  area, 
mainly  due  to  inadequate  drainage  ditches  and  sewer  backups.  The 
town  of  Henrietta  corrected  most  of  the  drainage  ditch  problems. 
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Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Perinton 

Most  of  the  development  in  this  area  is  on  high  ground  with 
little  incidence  of  flooding.  There  is  some  bank  damage  along 
the  creek  from  a  previous  flood  caused  when  the  Barge  Canal 
broke. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Pittsford 


Some  minor  flooding  has  occurred  in  the  area  but  the  main  prob¬ 
lem  is  bank  erosion  caused  from  backups  at  the  Barge  Canal 
culvert. 
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Table  5  -  Damage  Areas  In  Irondequoit  Creek  Basin  (Cont'd) 


Area  No. 

Description 

14 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Perinton 

There  is  minimal  development  in  an  area  tributary  to  White  Brook. 
There  has  not  been  any  damage  reported  in  recent  years.  2/ 

15 

Powder  Mill  Park  -  Town  of  Perinton 

Flooding  in  this  area  of  Irondequoit  Creek  occurs  occasionally 
but  does  not  result  in  any  damage  other  than  cleanup.  This  is 
an  area  of  wise  flood  plain  usage. 

16 

Farmland  -  Towns  of  Mendon  and  Victor 

Flooding  occurs  almost  every  spring.  However,  the  area  along 
Irondequoit  Creek  is  very  rural  in  nature  and  has  minimal  flood 
damage. 

17 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Mendon 

This  area  has  been  damaged  by  minor  floods  frequently.  The 
causes  of  the  flooding  are  an  inadequate  channel,  ice  jams,  and 
debris.  Relief  could  be  obtained  through  clearing,  snagging, 
and  channelization. 

18 

Farmland  and  Undeveloped  Area  -  Town  of  Mendon 

There  are  only  a  few  structures  near  the  flood  plain  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  flood  damage  is  minimal.  A  Federal  proj¬ 
ect  would  be  difficult  to  justify. 

19 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Victor 

There  are  possibly  only  two  structures  that  would  be  affected 
from  flooding  and  damage  would  be  minimal  along  a  tributary  to 
Irondequoit  Creek. 

20 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Penfield 

A  ditch  tributary  to  Thomas  Creek  running  through  the  area 
creates  some  flooding  problems,  but  are  not  serious  enough  to 
warrant  further  investigation. 

1/  The  latest  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Watershed  Map  for  Irondequoit  Creek 

(Sketch  2)  does  not  include  this  area  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 
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GENERAL  FLOODPRONE  AREAS 


IRONDEQUOIT  WATERSHED 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Is  subject  to  annual  flooding  of  varying 
degrees  in  many  scattered  areas.  Sketch  4  shows  20  scattered  floodprone 
areas  of  probable  concern  in  the  watershed.  Table  5  lists  the  probable 
damage  areas  and  provides  a  brief  description  of  the  area.  The  20  major 
areas  of  potential  flood  damage  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  were  sur¬ 
veyed  in  1968  by  Buffalo  District  personnel.  The  potential  floodprone  areas 
were  further  investigated  during  interviews  with  area  officials  and  residents 
over  the  years  since  1968.  A  record  of  interviews  and  completed  question¬ 
naires  are  included  in  the  appendix  of  a  report  titled  "Irondequoit  Creek 
Study”  completed  in  April  1978  for  the  U.  S»  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  by 
McPhee,  Smith,  Rosenstein  Engineers,  Buffalo,  NY. 

IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK 

A  major  portion  of  the  20  floodprone  areas  are  along  the  main  branch  of 
Irondequoit  Creek.  They  are  areas  1,  2,  12,  13,  15,  16,  17,  18,  19,  and  part 
of  9.  Area  1  is  a  county  park  named  Ellison  Park,  and  area  2  is  a  highly 
urbanized  area  including  a  large,  highly  damageable  plaza  area  called 
Panorama  Plaza.  The  remaining  areas,  12,  13,  15,  16,  17,  18,  and  19,  are 
mainly  residential  or  rural  with  varying  potential  flood  damage  conditions 
and  population  densities.  All  areas,  however,  have  experienced  flooding  to 
some  degree.  Plates  detailing  flooded  area  maps  and  water  surface  profiles 
for  Irondequoit  Creek  were  developed  in  a  Corps  Flood  Plain  Information 
Report  dated  February  1975.  The  plates  indicated  the  degree  of  flooding  that 
could  be  expected  in  the  20  identified  damage  areas. 

THOMAS  CREEK 

The  major  areas  of  potential  flood  damage  along  Thomas  Creek,  as  investigated 
during  the  District's  April  1968  damage  survey,  are  areas  7,  8,  9,  and  20 
shown  on  sketch  4.  There  has  been  little  or  no  previous  flood  damage 
reported  in  these  four  areas.  However,  recent  residential  development  in 
areas  9  and  20  has  now  made  a  number  of  homes  susceptible  to  potential  flood 
damage.  There  is  little  additional  definitive  information  concerning  these 
potential  flood  damage  areas,  due  to  the  small  size  and  isolated  nature  of 
the  damage  areas. 

ALLEN  CREEK 

The  major  areas  of  potential  flood  damage  along  Allen  Creek,  as  surveyed  in 
April  1968,  is  a  portion  of  area  2,  and  areas  3,  4,  5,  6,  and  11,  as  shown  on 
sketch  4.  All  of  the  areas,  except  area  4,  are  residential,  with  higher 
population  densities. 

OTHER  UNNAMED  TRIBUTARIES 

Areas  10  and  14  are  also  areas  of  potential  flood  damage  that  exist  along 
other  minor  tributaries  to  the  Irondequoit  Creek.  Both  areas  experienced 
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minor  or  no  damage  during  the  March  i960  flood.  However,  these  areas  have 
experienced  development  in  recent  years,  and  the  potential  for  some  flood 
damage  now  exists. 

PERTINENT  FLOODPRONE  AREAS 

GENERAL 

The  20  damage  areas  were  investigated  numerous  times  since  they  were  first 
surveyed  in  1968  and  presented  later  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Plan  of  Study, 
dated  September  1976.  Flood  problems  in  Ellison  Park  (area  1),  Panorama 
Plaza  (area  2),  and  Bushnell  Basin  (area  13),  have  been  well  documented  in 
the  past.  Ellison  Park,  a  part  of  the  Monroe  County  Park  system,  receives 
little  economic  damage  and  only  restricted  use  during  flood  conditions. 
Panorama  Plaza  has  had  one  severe  flood  damage  event  in  1964  with  occasional 
incidences  of  minor  property  damage  over  the  years  due  to  flooding.  Bushnell 
Basin  has  experienced  severe  erosion  and  minor  flooding  problems  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Barge  Canal  culvert  vicinity.  The  remaining  17  floodprone 
areas  have  either  had  their  problems  corrected  or  have  been  identified  by 
municipal  officials  as  creating  no  economic  damages  outside  of  isolated, 
occasional  problems  such  as  flooded  basements.  The  officials'  comments  are 
documented  in  the  appendix  of  the  "Irondequoit  Creek  Study"  completed  in 
April  1978  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  Corps  has  decided  that 
the  17  floodprone  areas  have  only  minor  damages  and  do  not  have  sufficient 
flood  control  or  erosion  protection  benefits  to  warrant  a  structural  Federal 
project.  A  nonstructural  basin-wide  plan  will  be  presented  in  the  ensuing 
sections  of  the  report  for  Non-Federal  implementation. 

The  following  areas  were  considered  to  warrant  further  Federal  investigation. 
ELLISON  PARK 

Ellison  Park  (area  1)  is  located  in  the  towns  of  Penfield  and  Brighton,  and 
is  maintained  by  the  Monroe  County  Park  System.  The  park  currently  contains 
four  homes  and  one  business,  with  no  record  of  serious  flooding.  The  park 
land  serves  as  a  natural  flood  plain  with  very  little  property  damage,  even 
though  there  is  bank  overtopping  every  spring.  Since  the  park  serves  as  a 
nonstructural  solution  to  the  flood  problem,  it  is  recommended  that  no 
further  investigation  be  made  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

PANORAMA  PLAZA 

Panorama  Plaza  (area  2)  is  located  in  the  town  of  Penfield.  This  area  lies 
in  the  lower  region  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Basin,  and  in  conjunction  with 
the  confluence  of  Allen  Creek  and  Irondequoit  Creek  behind  the  plaza,  creates 
an  environment  vulnerable  to  flooding  at  high  water  conditions.  Severe  back¬ 
water  on  either  creek  is  initiated  at  the  confluence,  which  spills  over  the 
low-lying  banks.  Tue  more  recent  floods  since  1960  have  centered  most  of  the 
damage  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  Photos  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8  depict  the  areas 
that  were  inundated  by  the  1976  flood. 
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PHOTO  4  -  UPSTREAM  SIDE  AT  ACCESS  BRIDGE  BEHIND 
PANORAMA  PLAZA  DURING  MARCH  1976  FLOOD. 


PHOTO  5  -  LOOKING  NORTH  AT  THE  REAR  OF  PANORAMA 
PLAZA  DURING  MARCH  1976  FLOOD. 


Photo  6  Looking  Horth  at  Brookhill  Apartments. 

PHOTO  TAKEN  SPRING  1976 


Photo  7  Looking  from  Old  Penfield  Road  to  Brookhill 
Apartments. 

PHOTO  TAKEN  SPRING  1976 
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PHOTO  9  -  VIEW  OF  DOWNSTREAM  SIDE  OF  PANORAMA 

PLAZA  EXTENSION  ROAD  BRIDGE  -  April  I97Y. 


PHOTO  10-  LOOKING  SOUTH  AT  BRIDGE  LOCATED  ON  OLD 
PENFIELD  ROAD  DURING  MARCH  1976  FLOOD. 
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The  right  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek  development  consists  of  Panorama  Plaza, 
and  includes  numerous  supermarkets,  a  movie  theater,  fast  food  restaurants, 
automobile  service  stations,  and  other  commercial  outlets.  There  also  exists 
the  Brook  Hill  and  Penfield  Park  apartment  buildings  just  downstream  of  the 
plaza,  with  several  homes  and  small  office  buildings  in  the  area.  The  left 
bank  consists  of  an  automobile  dealership,  the  Sybron/Nalge  Corporation,  and 
several  light  manufacturing  structures.  From  the  Flood  Damage  Survey  of 
1977,  which  was  completed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  a  total  of  76  commercial 
businesses,  24  residential  structures,  and  five  public  utilities  may  be 
affected  by  a  flood  exceeding  a  25-year  frequency.  Plate  1  shows  the  limits 
of  the  500-year  and  SPF  floods. 

Directly  behind  Panorama  Plaza,  over  Irondequoit  Creek,  is  an  access  bridge 
which  provides  a  connecting  link  between  the  plaza  and  the  industrial  area  on 
the  left  bank.  The  underlying  culverts  are  inadequate  for  channel  capacity 
flow  as  determined  during  hydraulic  investigations  (see  photo  9).  The 
bridges  on  Old  Penfield  Road  and  Plaza  Extension  Road  appear  to  hinder  flow 
at  times  of  low  water  stages.  Both  bridges  were  analyzed  for  possible 
removal  (see  photo  10). 

Further  investigations  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  and  possible  alternatives 
will  be  discussed  in  the  formulation  section  of  this  report. 

BUSHNELL  BASIN 

Bushnell  Basin  (area  13)  is  located  in  the  town  of  Pittsford.  Irondequoit 
Creek  passes  under  the  Barge  Canal  through  two  9'  X  12'  box  culverts.  There 
is  a  significant  reduction  of  flow  through  the  culvert,  causing  water  to  pond 
against  the  high  embankment  of  the  Barge  Canal  on  the  upstream  side  of  the 
crossing,  creating  a  dam  affect.  The  additional  head  thus  created  by  the  dar 
affect  further  increases  the  already  high  velocities  in  the  culvert. 

Extensive  erosion  occurs  just  downstream  of  the  culvert  due  to  the  high 
existing  velocities  from  the  culverts  both  at  low  and  high  flood  stages.  A 
flooding  problem  is  caused  by  debris  coming  downstream  at  high  velocities  and 
creating  debris  jams  near  the  creek  bend  above  the  culvert  and  at  the  cul¬ 
vert. 

Conversations  with  local  residents  revealed  that  the  creek  reaches  bankfull 
stage  yearly.  Localized  flooding  occurs  but  creates  little  physical  damage 
to  the  homes  in  the  area.  The  eroded  streambank  can  be  protected  by  instal¬ 
lation  of  a  riprap  or  gabion  revetment  and  the  water  velocity  can  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  construction  of  a  stilling  basin  downstream  of  the  culverts  under 
the  canal.  A  debris  retention  structure,  properly  maintained  upstream  of  the 
culverts,  would  also  be  worthwhile. 

Upon  further  investigation,  it  was  determined  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
no  authority  to  provide  funding  for  protection  of  erosion  areas  on  private 
property.  The  Corps  can  only  provide  planning  assistance  and  technical 
information  to  aid  in  the  development  and  implementation  of  flood  and  erosion 
control  measures.  Therefore,  structural  alternatives  for  the  Bushnell  Basin 
area  were  not  considered  for  further  study  in  this  report.  Implementation  of 


the  suggested  Improvements  In  the  Bushnell  Basin  would  be  the  responsibility 
of  the  non-Federal  interests,  and  whether  the  improvements  are  implemented  or 
not,  they  will  not  affect  the  recommended  plan  (Alternative  B) . 

FUTURE  FLOODS 


Floods  of  the  same  or  larger  magnitude  as  those  that  have  occurred  could  and 
in  all  probability  will  occur  in  the  future.  Larger  floods  have  been 
experienced  in  the  past  on  streams  with  characteristics  similar  to  those 
found  in  the  study  area.  Similar  combinations  of  rainfall  and  runoff  causing 
these  floods  could  also  occur  in  the  study  area.  Discussion  of  the  future 
floods  in  this  FFR  and  future  reports  include  those  that  have  been  designated 
as  the  Intermediate  Regional  Flood  and  the  Standard  Project  Flood.  The 
Intermediate  Regional  Flood  is  by  definition  a  flood  which  is  likely  to  be 
exceeded  on  the  average  of  once  every  100  years.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  while  on  a  long-term  basis  the  occurrence  averages  out  to  once  per  100 
years,  floods  of  this  magnitude  can  occur  in  any  given  year  or  even  in  con¬ 
secutive  years  and  within  any  given  time  interval.  The  magnitude  of  the 
Standard  Project  Flood  is  based  upon  an  appraisal  of  the  flows  expected  to 
develop  with  coincidence  of  the  most  critical  climatic  conditions  that  are 
considered  reasonably  characteristic  of  the  study  area.  The  Standard  Project 
Flood  will  occur  less  frequently,  but  will  be  more  severe  than  the 
Intermediate  Regional  Flood. 

WATER  QUALITY 

Irondequoit  Creek  over  the  years  has  been  plagued  with  increasing  urban 
development  and  improperly  treated  sewage  effluents.  Ten  sewage  treatment 
plants  within  the  basin  dump  nine  million  gallons  per  day  of  sewage  effluent 
into  the  creek's  waters.  This  represents  about  10  percent  of  the  creek's 
normal  daily  flow  of  90  mgd.  In  addition,  deicing  salts  are  used  heavily  on 
the  roads  of  the  county.  In  1969-1970,  it  was  estimated  that  1  percent  of 
all  deicing  salts  used  in  the  country  were  applied  to  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed  roads.  Much  of  the  sewage  effluents  and  deicing  salts  eventually 
reach  Irondequoit  Bay,  creating  serious  water  quality  problems  in  the  bay. 

In  more  recent  years,  newly  constructed  sewage  treatment  facilities  have 
started  to  divert  much  of  the  effluent  away  from  the  creek  and  bay  water. 
Water  quality  has  improved  and  will  continue  to  improve  in  the  future.  The 
town  highway  departments  have  been  reducing  the  amounts  of  salt  they  use  on 
the  road  in  recent  years. 

In  spite  of  the  past  water  quality  problems,  Irondequoit  Creek  does  support 
significant  fisheries  for  both  rainbow  (steelhead)  and  brown  trout. 

Section  208  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  of  ’972  (PL  92-500), 
as  amended  by  the  Clean  Water  Act  of  1977  (PL  95-217),  gives  authority  to 
States  and/or  designated  metropolitan  areas  within  a  State  to  conduct  the 
planning.  The  law  is  administered  by  and  chiefly  financed  through  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation  (DEC)  of  New  York  State  was  selected  as  the  208  planning  agency 
by  the  Governor  of  New  York.  The  DEC  is  working  jointly  with  Monroe  County 
in  studying  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 
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This  multi-year  study  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  was  initiated 
during  FederaL  fiscal  year  1980,  with  primary  funding  from  EPA  through  its 
NURP  program  and  the  FederaL  208  Program,  will  address  the  urban  runoff  and 
other  nonpoint  source  urban  runoff  pollution  problems  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed.  As  proposed,  the  study  has  two  main  objectives:  (1)  to 
determine  the  level  of  urban  runoff  pollution  and  (2)  to  determine  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  various  management  techniques  for  minimizing  nonpoint  source 
pollution.  Part  of  the  study  will  involve  monitoring  the  water  quality  in 
several  areas  of  the  watershed  to  determine  the  specific  nature  and  magnitude 
of  the  nonpoint  source  pollution  problem.  Also,  several  control  measures 
aimed  at  reducing  this  pollution  will  be  evaluated,  including  the  development 
of  multiple  use  reservoirs  along  Irondequoit  Creek.  In  developing  a  water 
quality  management  plan  for  the  watershed,  the  main  emphasis  will  be  on  local 
regulations  and  small-scale  structural  improvements. 

LAND  USE  MANAGEMENT 


Increases  in  population  and  affluence  leads  to  increased  demand  placed  upon 
land  use  and  accompanying  services.  These  demands  include  residential 
development,  recreational  facilities,  highways,  and  other  forms  of  develop¬ 
ment  or  land  allocation  that  alter  the  natural  environment  of  the  area. 

These  alterations  can  cause  increased  potential  for  flooding  and  deteriora¬ 
tion  of  water  quality. 

Growth  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  was  based  primarily  on  individual 
municipal  planning  and,  therefore,  did  not  reflect  basin-wide  interests, 
considerations,  or  effects.  Because  of  this  approach,  the  Irondequoit 
Watershed  has  experienced  the  effects  of  erosion,  sedimentation,  and  an 
alteration  of  flow  characteristics. 

In  order  to  analyze  the  dynamic  nature  of  the  developing  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed,  consideration  was  given  to  using  water  resource  management  tools 
to  monitor  land  use  changes  within  the  watersheds,  identify  their  implica¬ 
tions,  and  evaluate  the  overall  situation  so  that  they  can  be  included  in 
policy  decisions  of  local  Government  agencies.  The  Corps  Hydrologic 
Engineering  Center  (HEC)  had  recently  developed  automated  systems  known  as 
Spatial  Analytic  Methodology  (SAM),  which  is  designed  to  quantify  these  land 
use  impacts. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers,  Buffalo  District,  initiated  a  computerized  model 
study  (SAM)  for  the  Irondequoit  Watershed  area  in  FY  78  by  submitting  a 
supplement  to  the  Plan  of  Study. 

The  main  purpose  of  a  SAM-type  study  is  to  provide  broad  long-range  infor¬ 
mation  for  land  use  decision  makers.  The  following  information  would  be 
available  through  a  SAM-type  study: 

a.  Existing  and  expected  annual  damages  by  reach.  Damages  over  an 
entire  reach  would  be  tabulated,  not  any  specific  locations.  These  values 
are  not  of  the  accuracy  needed  for  engineering  decisions  but  do  provide  rela¬ 
tive  information  for  planning  policy  decisions.  Such  decisions  would  include 
slope/ soil  development  constraints  and  flood  plain  development  constraints. 
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b'.  Existing  and  expected  flood  heights  for  broad  planning  purposes  as 
mentioned  above. 

c.  "Spinoff"  information  would  include  the  following  general  planning 
information: 

(1)  Base  information  for  relating  water  quality  to  land  use. 

(2)  Various  land  use  tabulations  which  may  be  helpful  to  planners,  e.g. , 
wetlands,  steep  slopes,  forestland,  erosion  potential,  etc. 

(3)  Environmental  attractiveness  for  new  development.  This  involves 
automated  "weighing"  of  certain  considerations  often  considered  in  site 
planning. 

(4)  Regional  detention  analysis.  A  conceptual  approach  to  location  and 
sizing  of  this  type  of  facility.  A  special  study  would  still  be  needed  to 
verify  results  but  a  broad  basic  plan  could  be  developed. 

It  should  be  noted  that  this  system  of  analysis  was  developed  for  continuing 
use.  When  properly  maintained  through  land  use  updating  from  the  communi¬ 
ties,  this  system  could  economically  provide  predictions  for  changing  con¬ 
ditions. 

The  problem  of  lack  of  support  by  local  agencies  began  to  be  recognized  while 
the  draft  supplement  was  being  prepared.  Downstream  towns  of  Penfield  and 
Brighton  were  the  only  strong  supporters  of  the  study.  The  other  five  major 
towns  were  interested  but  expressed  doubts  as  to  the  usefulness  of  such  a 
study. 

To  measure  the  local  support,  the  Buffalo  District  on  22  May  1978  sent  out  a 
request  for  a  $1,000  commitment  from  the  town  board  of  each  of  the  seven 
major  towns.  This  token  amount  was  to  defray  any  local  costs  associated  with 
the  update  and  operation  of  the  SAM  computer  model.  It  was  decided  that  each 
town  would  have  to  respond  favorably  or  the  study  would  be  dropped. 

Only  three  of  the  seven  towns  responded  favorably.  They  were  the  downstream 
communities  of  Penfield,  Brighton,  and  Pittsford.  The  reasons  for  nonsupport 
by  the  other  towns  were  as  follows: 

a.  Too  much  Federal  Government  interference  already. 

b.  Future  land  uses  are  better  planned  by  the  local  governments. 

c.  The  study  does  not  aid  upstream  interests. 

d.  Money  should  be  spent  on  clearing  and  snagging. 

e.  The  model  study  is  too  sophisticated  and  complex  to  understand  or 

use. 

f.  Local  engineering  drainage  studies  would  be  more  beneficial. 
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g.  The  model  study  is  too  expensive. 


h.  The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  has  been  thoroughly  studied  in  the 
past. 

This  response  is  clear  evidence  that  the  majority  of  the  towns  are  not  in 
favor  of  a  model  study,  SAM.  One  of  the  underlying  reasons  for  these  types 
of  responses  may  not  be  clear.  That  is  the  watershed  does  not  have  a 
regional  land  use  agency  that  can  regulate  developments.  This  regulation 
authority  lies  with  the  individual  towns  and  these  towns  want  as  little  out¬ 
side  influence  as  possible  in  these  matters.  For  the  Government  to  propose  a 
watershed  technique  such  as  SAM  would  involve  at  least  the  approval  of  the 
seven  major  towns  and  involvement  by  them  in  the  basin-wide  analysis. 

The  point  is  that  an  overall  authority  for  land  use  planning  must  be  iden¬ 
tified  before  a  study  such  as  SAM  is  initiated.  This  type  of  authority  does 
not  exist  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

It  should  be  noted  that  at  one  time  such  an  authority  did  exist  for  most  of 
the  watershed.  It  was  called  the  Monroe  County  Drainage  Authority  but  its 
operating  capability  was  taken  away  over  10  years  ago  largely  because  of  the 
towns'  concern  with  interference  in  land  use  planning. 

Due  to  the  negative  response,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Buffalo  District, 
dropped  from  further  consideration  all  investigations  for  an  SAM  model  study 
of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  in  September  1978.  It  was  at  this  time 
that  the  supplement  to  the  Plan  of  Study  was  withdrawn. 
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FORMULATING  A  PLAN 


GENERAL 


This  section  presents  the  plan  solution  process  and  outlines  the  basic  cri¬ 
teria  used  to  formulate  a  plan  for  responding  to  the  problems  and  needs 
discussed  in  the  preceding  section  of  this  report.  Alternative  plans  are 
presented  and  evaluated  to  determine  their  benefits  or  adverse  effects  upon 
the  study  area. 

In  formulating  a  plan  to  reduce  flood  damage,  standards,  and  procedures  as 
set  forth  in  various  flood  control  acts  and  policies  and  related  regulations 
established  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  through  experience  in  the  flood  pro¬ 
tection  field  have  been  followed.  Examples  of  specific  guidance  followed 
include:  the  Federal  Water  Resource  Council’s  "Principles  and  Standards  for 
Planning  Water  and  Related  Land  Resources;”  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  and  related  ER  1105-2-507;  ER  1105-2-200  as  related  to  implemen¬ 
tation  of  “Principles  and  Standards"  and  other  related  requirements; 

ER  1105-2-105,  "Guidelines  for  Assessment  of  Economic,  Social,  and 
Environmental  Effects  of  Civil  Works  Projects;"  and  draft  ER  1105-2-353, 
"Evaluation  of  NED  Benefits  and  Costs  for  Exacavation  and  Relocation  as 
"Non-Structural  Measures  for  Flood  Plain  Management." 

NATIONAL  OBJECTIVES 

NATIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  (NED) 

Enhancement  of  national  economic  development  as  defined  by  the  Water 
Resources  Council,  is  achieved  through  optimum  development  of  water  and 
related  land  resources.  The  present  and  projected  needs  should  be  assessed 
in  terms  of  the  relationship  to  flood  control  and  related  water  resource 
development.  The  annual  costs  of  the  measures  for  various  purposes  should  be 
compared  with  the  annual  benefits  in  order  to  evaluate  plans  on  the  basis  of 
economic  efficiency. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  (EQ) 

Maintenance  or  enhancement  of  the  quality  of  the  environment  is  achieved  by 
the  management,  conservation,  preservation,  creation,  restoration,  or 
improvement  of  the  quality  of  certain  natural  and  cultural  resources  and  eco¬ 
logical  systems.  Among  the  major  components  of  the  environmental  quality 
objective  considered  include:  (1)  natural  environment,  (2)  open  and  green 
spaces,  (3)  cultural  resources,  (4)  fish  and  wildlife,  and  (5)  scenic  values. 
The  impact  on  the  fish  stocking  program  could  be  an  item  of  consideration 
related  to  the  environmental  quality  objective.  The  potential  impact  of 
stream  alteration  measures  on  wetlands,  aquatic  life,  cultural  resource 
sites,  and  potential  Induced  future  development  are  among  the  major  con¬ 
siderations  in  selection  of  a  viable  alternative. 
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PLANNING  OBJECTIVES 


Planning  objectives  are  to  enhance  the  NED  and  EQ  by  the  management  of  the 
water  and  related  land  resource  needs  on  the  national.  State,  and  local 
levels. 

The  Planning  objectives  to  be  addressed  in  this  report  for  a  1980-2030  period 
of  analysis  are  as  follows: 

a.  To  promote  flood  management  techniques  to  reduce  future  flood  damage 
economic  losses  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed; 

b.  To  provide  flood  damage  reduction  measures  to  protect  health,  life, 
and  property  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area,  Penfield,  NY,  of  Irondequoit  and 
Allen  Creeks; 

c.  To  provide  erosion  and  sedimentation  control  to  protect  stream  banks 
and  prevent  damage  to  adjacent  property  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  of 
Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks; 

d.  To  improve  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat  for  environmental  enhance¬ 
ment  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  of  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks; 

e.  Preservation  of  significant  cultural  resources  to  protect  the  heri¬ 
tage  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  area; 

f.  Improve  water  quality,  for  game  fishing  purposes,  by  reducing  silta- 
tion  from  bank  overflow  and  erosion  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area;  and 

g.  To  develop  recreational  opportunities  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  for 
social  enhancement  when  environmentally  and  economically  feasible. 

EVALUATION  CRITERIA 


The  formulation,  evaluation,  and  screening  alternative  plans  has  been  done 
within  the  context  of  the  planning  objectives  and  technical,  economic, 
environmental,  and  other  criteria  described  in  this  portion  of  the  report. 
These  objectives  and  criteria,  and  other  intangible  considerations,  provide 
the  framework  for  the  development  and  selection  of  a  range  of  feasible  plans 
which  best  respond  to  the  problems  and  needs  and  economic  feasibility.  The 
objectives  not  only  reflect  national  development  and  environmental  quality 
objectives  but  also  the  objectives  of  local,  State,  and  regional  interests. 

TECHNICAL 

One  of  the  basic  criteria  is  that  a  plan  of  improvement,  through  adequate 
research  and  testing,  provide  a  nonstructural  or  structural  alternative  to 
meet  the  planned  needs  of  the  basin  and  to  reduce  the  hazards  of  loss  of  life 
and  damage  to  property.  The  technical  criteria  will  consist  of  complying 
with  appropriate  engineering  standards,  regulations,  and  guidelines  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  affected  communities.  The  project  must  be  complete  within 
itself  and  not  require  any  additions  thereto  over  the  project  life.  It  must 
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be  physically  capable  of  being  built  and  be  in  general  concert  with  water  and 
related  land  resource  programs  of  other  agencies. 

Water  damage  associated  with  natural  streams  or  modified  natural  waterways 
may  be  addressed  under  the  flood  control  authorities  downstream  from  the 
point  where  the  natural  flood  discharge  is  greater  than  800  cubic  feet  per 
second  for  the  10  percent  flood  (one  chance  in  10  of  being  exceeded  in  any 
given  year)  under  conditions  expected  to  prevail  during  the  period  of 
analysis.  Irondequoit  Creek  has  a  flow  greater  than  800  cubic  feet  per 
second  for  the  10  percent  flood  at  the  locality  of  Panorama  Plaza,  Penfield, 
NY. 

ECONOMIC 

This  criteria  consists  of  identifying  and  comparing  benefits,  where  appli¬ 
cable,  and  the  costs  of  an  alternative  to  select  plans  based  on  economic 
efficiency.  The  evaluation  process  will  be  based  on  the  maximization  of  net 
benefits.  The  types  of  flood  plain  utilization  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
flood  plain  are  expected  to  change  very  little  during  the  years  from  present 
to  2028.  However,  benefits  from  the  proposed  plan  of  improvement  would  be 
accrued  by  both  present  and  future  occupants.  Benefit  categories  include 
flood  inundation,  damage  reduction,  and  possible  intensification  of  commer¬ 
cial  and  industrial  activities.  The  flood  reduction  benefit  is  that  value  of 
future  damages  that  would  be  prevented  by  a  flood  control  project.  The  bene¬ 
fit  is  measured  by  subtracting  damages  occurring  with  a  project  from  those 
damages  expected  without  a  project.  Annual  costs  are  based  on  an  interest 
rate  of  7-3/8  percent,  a  50-year  amortization  schedule,  and  price  levels  and 
conditions  existing  in  March  1981. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

All  plans  of  improvement  should  avoid  or  minimize  objectionable  or  adverse 
impacts  to  aquatic  or  terrestrial  habitat,  and  maximize  environmental  bene¬ 
fits  prior  to,  during,  and  following  construction.  A  plan  should  avoid  or 
minimize  water  pollution  and  aesthetically  objectionable  features.  Adherence 
to  these  criteria  will  result  in  public  acceptance  and  reduce  difficulty  in 
obtaining  the  necessary  assurances  of  local  cooperation. 

This  report  will  consider  the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  natural  and 
cultural  areas,  and  scenic  values.  In  conjunction  with  the  above,  the 
creation,  preservation,  or  enhancement  of  scenic  and  recreational  areas  will 
be  considered  when  related  to  the  primary  objective,  flood  management.  The 
evaluation  will  be  based  on  known  and  potential  uses  within  Irondequoit  Creek 
Basin. 

In  addition,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  requires  assess¬ 
ment  of  plan  impacts.  In  accordance  with  this  act,  all  available  means  will 
be  utilized  to  promote  the  general  welfare,  to  create  and  maintain  conditions 
under  which  man  and  nature  can  exist  in  productive  harmony,  and  fulfill  the 
social,  economic,  and  other  needs  of  present  and  future  generations. 
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SOCIAL  WELL-BEING 


Social  well-being  is  the  beneficial  and  adverse  social  effect  that  contrib¬ 
utes  to  or  detracts  from  the  equitable  distribution  of  real  income  and 
employment  and  other  social  opportunities.  The  well-being  of  all  concerned 
and  involved  people  will  be  an  important  determining  factor  in  considering 
the  best  use  of  water  and  related  land  resources.  Alleviation  of  specific 
problems  and  fulfillment  of  the  needs  of  particular  interest  groups  within 
the  general  public  will  be  considered.  However,  care  will  be  taken  to  avoid 
resource  use  and  development  that  benefits  a  few  at  the  disadvantage  of  many. 
Investigations  will  determine  the  social  impact  of  both  structural  and 
nonstructural  measures  for  flood  management  and  other  related  water  resource 
developments. 

REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

Regional  development  is  the  relationship  of  the  enhancement  of  a  region  with 
respect  to  employment  and  economic  stability  for  each  plan  of  improvement. 

The  regional  development  of  the  area  will  consider  provision  of  low-hazard 
flood  plain  development  opportunities  made  available  by  structural  or  alter¬ 
native  means  for  increased  business  and  agricultural  production,  and  accom¬ 
panying  employment  and  income.  At  present,  the  study  area  is  not  designated 
as  a  qualified  redevelopment  area  by  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Economic  Development  Administration ;  however,  areas  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  project  area  are  qualified  and  any  effect  on  these  areas  will  be  eval¬ 
uated. 

Public  acceptability  of  a  plan  is  determined  by  analyzing  its  acceptance  by 
concerned  local  interests.  A  plan  is  acceptable  if  it  is,  or  will  likely  be, 
supported  by  a  significant  segment  of  the  public.  However,  every  attempt  was 
made  to  eliminate,  to  the  extent  possible,  unacceptability  to  any  significant 
segment  of  the  project. 

POSSIBLE  SOLUTIONS 


After  analyzing  the  problems  and  needs  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed, 
several  possible  plan  elements  and  measures  were  developed  and  considered. 
These  elements  and  measures  were  then  evaluated  and  those  that  appeared  to 
fulfill  the  national  and  planning  objectives  were  considered  further.  The 
plans  developed  include  the  national  objectives  of  NED  and  EQ. 

In  any  formulation,  there  is  always  the  basic  question  of:  "Is  there  a 
justified  need  for  change?"  Therefore,  no  action  was  considered.  It  would 
maintain  existing  environmental  quality,  but  fails  to  meet  the  economic  cri¬ 
teria  and  planning  objective  for  the  area.  The  no  action  plan  will  not  pro¬ 
vide  any  form  of  flood  protection  or  management  for  any  of  the  floodprone 
areas  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  basin.  The  no  action  plan  does  not  meet  the 
planning  objectives,  outlined  in  the  previous  section,  to  satisfy  the  needs 
of  the  basin.  Therefore,  no  action  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  not 
recommended. 
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EVALUATION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 


GENERAL 

Recent  floods  since  1960  have  centered  most  of  the  damage  in  the  Panorama 
Plaza  area  in  the  town  of  Penfield.  Therefore,  structural  alternatives 
(reservoirs,  diversion  channels,  levees,  flood  walls,  berms,  or  channeliza¬ 
tion)  were  considered  to  provide  flood  control  in  the  plaza  area.  No  action 
and  nonstructural  alternatives  will  be  mentioned  for  the  plaza  area,  but  will 
be  described  in  more  detail  for  the  remainder  of  the  watershed.  Nonstruc¬ 
tural  alternatives  include  floodproofing,  flood  insurance,  flood  warning,  and 
permanent  flood  plain  evacuation. 

PANORAMA  PLAZA  AREA 

General 


The  detailed  hydrologic  and  general  hydraulic  considerations  were  performed 
for  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek.  Three  reaches  have  been  analyzed  and 
are  similar  for  all  the  alternatives  investigated.  Reach  1  originates  at  the 
confluence  and  continues  downstream  on  Irondequoit  Creek  for  approximately 
3,000  feet.  Reach  2  begins  at  Route  4A1  and  continues  downstream  for 
approximately  2,900  feet  on  Irondequoit  Creek  to  the  confluence  with  Allen 
Creek.  Reach  3  extends  from  the  confluence  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks, 
upstream  on  Allen  Creek  for  approximately  1,000  feet.  The  confluence  of 
Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  is  approximately  600  feet  downstream  on 
Irondequoit  Creek  from  the  center  of  Panorama  Plaza.  Water  surface  eleva¬ 
tions  for  the  50-year,  100-year,  and  500-year  floods  along  with  the  Standard 
Project  Flood  (SPF)  were  analyzed.  The  SPF  is  considered  to  be  a  flood  with 
the  greatest  impact  on  the  area.  As  a  result  of  improvements  hindering  the 
natural  drainage  to  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks,  interior  drainage  must  be 
included  as  part  of  all  improvement  plans. 

Alternative  A  -  No  Action 


This  alternative  provides  a  plan  of  no  action.  This  is  not  a  viable  solution 
for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  flood  problem,  since  flood  damages  would  still 
occur.  Further  development  and  encroachment  into  the  flood  plain  will  reduce 
the  natural  storage  capacity  of  the  basin,  thereby  increasing  the  damages 
assessed  due  to  flooding. 

It  is  Important  for  the  town  of  Penfield  to  continue  to  enforce  flood  plain 
regulations  regardless  of  any  improvements  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Alternative  B  -  Levee  and  Floodwall 


This  is  a  structural  alternative  that  would  provide  flood  damage  reduction 
with  both  levees  and  floodwalls.  In  this  alternative,  the  structures  are  set 
back  from  the  creek  banks  to  provide  a  flow  channel  with  a  larger  cross 
sectional  area.  The  difference  between  the  water  surface  elevation  and  the 
existing  bank  elevation  established  the  levee  and  floodwall  heights. 

Freeboard  was  added  to  the  heights  of  the  major  levees  and  floodwalls.  The 


levees  were  placed  wherever  there  was  sufficient  land  width,  otherwise  flood- 
walls  were  used  in  constricted  areas.  The  levees  were  given  primary  consid¬ 
eration  over  the  use  of  floodwalls  due  to  their  lower  cost.  This  alternative 
was  designed  for  varying  degrees  of  projection,  using  50-year,  100-year, 
500-year,  and  Standard  Project  Flood  (SPF)  levels  of  protection.  Plate  2 
details  the  levee/f loodwall  alternative  that  would  provide  100-year  protec¬ 
tion.  Plate  3  details  the  levee/f loodwall  alternative  for  the  Standard 
Project  Flood  (SPF)  level  of  protection. 

With  the  construction  of  levees  and  floodwalls,  natural  drainage  to 
Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creek  in  the  study  area  will  be  restricted.  An  inter¬ 
nal  drainage  system  is  needed  as  part  of  the  plan  to  meet  drainage  require¬ 
ments  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area. 

The  Panorama  Plaza  Extension  Road  Bridge  and  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge 
obstruct  low  design  flows.  However,  during  high  flows,  the  flood  waters  flow 
over  and  around  the  bridges.  The  bridges  act  as  natural  drop  structures,  and 
would  provide  some  reduction  of  the  erosive  velocities  in  the  channels. 
Because  of  the  velocity  reducing  characteristics,  it  is  recommended  that  the 
bridges  remain  over  the  channel  for  Alternative  B. 

Alternative  B  will  be  discussed  further  in  the  ensuing  sections  of  this 
report. 

Alternative  C  -  Channel  and  Berm 

This  alternative  would  provide  both  channel  and  berm  improvements.  The 
channel/berm  improvement  is  a  variation  of  the  levee/floodwall  plan.  Plate  4 
indicates  the  berm  locations  and  the  extent  of  channelization  for  the 
100-year  protection  along  Irondequoit  Creek  for  Panorama  Plaza.  In  the 
channel/berm  plan,  a  wider  channel  permits  the  use  of  berms  to  replace  their 
larger  counterparts  -  levees.  This  has  the  advantage  of  lower  costs  and 
removes  the  need  for  a  high  or  access-restricting  levee  or  floodwall. 

Improved  channel  dimensions  and  grades  to  produce  nondamaging  stages  were 
established  by  using  a  cross  section  method  and  the  backwater  computations. 
The  improved  channel  dimensions  consisted  of  increasing  the  width,  depth,  and 
cross  sectional  area  of  the  average  channel.  Increased  channel  capacity 
through  channelization  alone  was  desired.  Man-made  constraints,  such  as 
closeness  of  buildings  and  roads  to  the  creek,  would  not  always  permit  it  and 
restricted  the  various  levels  of  protection.  Existing  structures,  overbank 
topography,  and  the  natural  features  of  the  two  creeks  eliminated  the  strict 
channelization  plan  (no  berm)  from  consideration.  Since  it  is  necessary  to 
maintain  the  channel  capacity  throughout  the  study  area,  an  average  channel 
size  that  was  widely  applicable  was  established.  In  those  areas  where  the 
improved  channel  was  not  sufficient,  berms  are  proposed  to  be  constructed 
along  the  banks  to  give  additional  height  required,  to  prevent  overtopping 
into  the  plaza  area. 

For  the  channel/ berm  improvements  examined,  three  separate  reaches  were 
considered.  The  first  reach  begins  approximately  3/4  of  a  mile  downstream  of 
the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  and  extends  upstream  to  the  confluence  with 
Allen  Creek.  The  proposed  channel  dimensions  for  this  reach  have  a  bottom 
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slope  of  0.87  percent  and  a  bottom  width  of  approximately  100  feet.  The 
second  reach  continues  from  the  confluence  with  Allen  Creek  upstream  to  the 
Route  441  Bridge.  The  proposed  channel  dimensions  for  the  second  reach  have 
a  bottom  slope  of  0.22  percent  and  a  bottom  width  of  approximately  50  feet. 
The  third  reach  would  extend  along  Allen  Creek  from  the  confluence  with 
Irondequoit  Creek  to  a  point  approximately  1,000  feet  upstream.  The  creek 
would  be  channelized  along  the  existing  grade  and  riprapped  throughout  the 
reach  (sides  and  bottom)  due  to  the  high  existing  velocities  that  cause 
severe  erosion. 

In  each  channel  reach,  the  cross  sections  were  designed  with  a  trapezoidal 
shape  having  sideslopes,  1  vertical  on  2.5  horizontal.  The  channel  align¬ 
ments  were  based  on  topographical  maps,  utility  location  plans,  aerial 
photos,  field  inspections,  and  design  criteria.  A  freeboard  of  2  feet  was 
included  in  all  computations.  Berm  design  was  based  on  the  aforementioned 
levee  design.  The  berm  sections  utilize  a  trapezoidal  cross  section  having 
sideslopes,  1  vertical  on  2.5  horizontal  with  a  10-foot  wide  crown.  Using 
these  sideslope  dimensions,  the  berm  would  become  a  continuation  of  the 
sloping  channel  side. 

The  Panorama  Plaza  Extension  Road  Bridge  and  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge 
will  require  removal  to  maintain  a  wide  and  uniform  channel.  This  will  elim¬ 
inate  vehicular  access  at  the  Plaza  Extension  Road  and  the  Old  Penfield  Road. 
Major  alternative  routes  to  the  Plaza  area  will  still  be  maintained  along 
Panorama  Trail  Road  and  Penfield  Road. 

The  Harney  Printing  Shop  would  need  to  be  acquired.  It  would  not  be  prac¬ 
tical  to  protect  a  building  that  is  presently  endangered  due  to  its  close 
proximity  to  the  erosive  bank. 

Recreational  facilities  are  proposed  for  the  open  area  behind  Panorama  Plaza 
by  the  Penfield  Parks  and  Recreation  Department.  The  proposed  town  park 
would  consist  of  two  multi-use  fields,  a  baseball  diamond,  and  a  playground/ 
picnic  area.  Alternative  C  would  have  no  adverse  impact  upon  the  proposed 
park.  The  development  of  a  town  park  would  be  beneficial  to  the  public  and 
the  plaza  business  owners.  The  use  of  low  berms  would  not  isolate  the  public 
from  the  aesthetics  of  Irondequoit  Creek. 

The  construction  of  berms  would  prevent  the  natural  flow  of  internal  storm 
water  from  entering  the  creek.  Preliminary  plans  for  an  internal  drainage 
system  were  investigated  for  the  project  area.  The  internal  flows  would  be 
collected  by  ditches  along  the  backside  of  the  berms  and  be  retained  at 
central  collection  points  where  the  flow  would  exit  through  culverts  with 
flap  gates. 

During  the  Stage  3  investigations,  severe  erosion  problems  were  identified. 
The  existing  and  with-project  velocities  were  excessive  for  the  soil 
conditions.  The  soilt  characteristics  appear  uniform  throughout  the  project 
area.  The  creek  banks  consist  of  a  fine  sand  layer  with  fine  gravel  and  silt 
that  are  erodible  when  exposed  to  increased  channel  flows.  Existing  and/or 
planted  riparian  vegetation  alone  cannot  be  depended  upon  for  reducing  bank 
erosion.  Serious  toe  erosion  can  lead  to  a  washout  of  the  vegetation. 
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Riprap  will  be  required  along  the  entire  project  length  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
because  the  velocities  exceed  the  allowable  limits  of  2. 5-3.0  fps  for  sand 
and  gravel  banks. 

This  alternative  will  not  be  considered  for  further  study  for  both  economic 
and  environmental  reasons.  In  the  previous  Stage  II  document  (Preliminary 
Feasibility  Report),  Alternative  C  had  been  selected  as  the  NED  plan,  which 
is  no  longer  valid. 

The  severe  erosion  problems  identified  by  the  geotechnical  investigations 
resulted  in  the  need  for  extensive  riprap  along  Irondequoit  Creek.  The  cost 
of  riprap  is  expensive  and  would  raise  the  total  first  cost  of  Alternative  C. 
A  detailed  cost  analysis  was  not  completed  in  this  Stage  3  investigation 
because  Alternative  C  was  not  considered  a  viable  solution.  A  rough  cost 
estimate  was  made  based  on  updated  costs  provided  in  the  Preliminary 
Feasibility  Report  and  on  the  cost  of  erosion  protection  measures.  This 
alternative  would  have  a  benefit/cost  ratio  far  below  unity  (1.0)  making  it 
not  economically  justified. 

Alternative  C  is  also  not  environmentally  acceptable  due  to  the  extensive 
channelization  and  riprap  placement  that  would  significantly  impact  aquatic 
habitat.  Widening  the  channel  would  destroy  the  riparian  vegetation  which 
would  reduce  the  shade  cover  and  food  supply  for  fish  species.  Deepening  of 
the  channel  would  temporarily  increase  turbidity  which  could  disrupt 
fisheries  and  cover  of  some  existing  benthos.  Long-term  adverse  impacts,  as 
a  result  of  deepening,  would  be  the  destruction  of  natural  riffle-pool  areas 
utilized  by  fish  as  feeding  and  cover  habitat.  Placement  of  riprap  would 
destroy  all  existing  aquatic  vegetation  along  the  bottom  and  sides  of  the 
channel. 

This  alternative  is  not  considered  for  further  investigation  based  on  the 
above  findings. 

Alternative  D  -  Channelization 


This  is  a  structural  alternative  that  would  consist  only  of  channelization  to 
provide  flood  control.  Because  of  its  relatively  low  cost,  channelization 
was  the  most  desirable  of  all  the  alternatives  considered  initially.  Because 
of  the  restrictive  elevations  of  underlying  rock  layers,  bottom  excavation  of 
the  channel  bottom  had  to  be  kept  to  a  minimum.  This  depth  restraint 
resulted  in  a  channel  top  and  bottom  width  that  would  be  prohibitively  wide. 

A  number  of  buildings  in  Panorama  Plaza,  because  of  their  close  proximity  to 
the  channel,  would  have  to  be  relocated.  In  addition,  the  channel  bottom 
width  would  interfere  with  the  54-inch  diameter  Monroe  County  Pure  Water's 
sanitary  sewer  interceptor,  which  roughly  parallels  Irondequoit  Creek.  The 
above-mentioned  restrictions  render  Alternative  D  impractical  for  further 
study. 

Alternative  E  -  Diversion  Channel 


This  is  a  structural  alternative  that  would  provide  a  diversion  channel  for 
flood  protection.  The  diversion  channel  is  considered  initially  as  another 
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low-cost  improvement.  The  channel  would  divert  stream  flows  past  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area  without  damaging  stages.  The  proposed  channel  would 
diverge  just  upstream  of  Panorama  Trail,  running  parallel  to  the  existing 
Irondequoit  right  bank,  under  Panorama  Trail,  behind  the  main  plaza,  and 
reconverging  with  the  existing  channel  just  upstream  of  the  Penfield  Road 
Bridge.  This  alternative  would  involve  relocating  at  least  one  building  and 
the  existing  54-  and  72-inch  diameter  sanitary  interceptor  line.  This  plan 
would  also  involve  moving  the  confluence  of  Allen  Creek  500  feet  downstream 
on  Irondequoit  Creek.  The  land  acquisition  of  private  property  would  be 
costly.  Due  to  the  numerous  restraints  and  secondary  costs  involved, 
Alternative  E  was  not  considered  further. 

Alternative  F  -  Reservoirs 

This  is  a  structural  alternative  that  would  utilize  reservoirs  to  provide 
flood  protection  to  downstream  reaches.  Initially,  15  reservoir  sites  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  were  selected  for  investigation  based  primarily 
on  location  without  consideration  of  their  resulting  impact.  The  locations 
were  evaluated  upon  the  following  criteria:  location  with  respect  to  resi¬ 
dential  areas,  drainage  areas,  stream  control,  political  boundaries, 
available  storage  capacity,  and  type  of  land  available.  Nine  of  the  original 
15  sites  were  eliminated  immediately  because  of  the  adverse  impacts  they 
could  create.  The  remaining  six  reservoir  sites,  shown  on  sketch  5,  were 
investigated  further  to  compare  their  hydraulic  storage  capacities.  The 
results  are  detailed  in  Table  6.  All  of  the  six  sites  have  insufficient 
capacity  to  be  effective  alone.  However,  two  sites,  No.  3  Linear  Park  and 
No.  6  Barge  Canal,  could  be  used  in  conjunction  with  other  structural 
measures.  The  cost  of  constructing  and  maintaining  the  reservoir  are  con¬ 
siderably  higher  than  other  flood  control  measures,  therefore.  Alternative  F 
was  not  considered  a  viable  alternative,  either  alone  or  in  combination  with 
other  flood  control  measures. 

Alternative  G  -  Nonstructural 

This  section  will  address  the  aspects  of  possible  nonstructural  measures  for 
the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  Nonstructural  measures  for  use  in  flood  management 
have  two  general  functions;  to  protect  against  flood-related  losses  at  indi¬ 
vidual  sites,  and  to  reduce  overall  need  for  flood  protection.  Flood  warning 
and  emergency  action,  floodproofing,  and  flood  insurance  are  designed  to  par¬ 
tially  protect  against  flooding  at  specific  sites  that  are  highly  susceptible 
to  flood  damage.  Flood  plain  management  and  permanent  evacuation  reduce  the 
need  for  flood  protection  by  regulating  flood  damageable  uses,  but  provide  no 
protection  for  existing  development.  Five  kinds  of  nonstructural  measures 
were  investigated. 

Flood  Warning  -  Flood  warning  requires  installation  of  a  flood  warning 
device  that  would  be  situated  far  enough  upstream  in  the  watershed  to  allow 
sufficient  time  for  coordinating  agencies  to  warn  downstream  communities.  To 
be  effective,  a  long  advance  warning  time  would  be  necessary  to  evacuate 
floodprone  areas  or  to  erect  flood  protection  devices  at  susceptible 
structures.  The  shortness  of  the  warning  duration  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed  would  not  allow  time  to  erect  flood  protection  devices  (sandbags. 
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Table  6  -  Reservoir  Site  Comparison  -  Available  vs.  Required  Storage 


Required  storage  does  not  take  existing  channel  storage  into  account. 

Available  storage  for  site  No.  1  quarry  is  an  estimate. 

Only  a  surface  area  of  33.1  acres  is  known.  The  amount  of  1,322  is  based  on  a  uniform  depth 
of  40'  with  the  quarry  having  vertical  sides. 


floodshields),  but  could  allow  sufficient  time  for  evacuation.  A  possible 
adverse  situation  would  be  that  residents  would  be  inclined  to  stay  in 
floodprone  areas  after  implementing  emergency  floodproofing  measures.  In  a 
serious  flood,  these  people  could  suffer  greater  loss  than  if  they  had  simply 
evacuated.  Currently,  there  are  no  coordinating  agencies  or  system  available 
to  Interact  at  any  time,  day  or  night,  to  warn  downstream  communities.  The 
Panorama  Plaza  area  consists  primarily  of  commercial  buildings  with  several 
apartment  complexes,  and  several  light  industry  buildings.  This  particular 
land  use,  unlike  a  residential  area,  would  not  have  an  owner  available  at  all 
times  to  implement  emergency  floodproofing  or  temporary  evacuation.  Police, 
public  works  crews,  and  highway  crews  are  usually  summoned  to  the  area  only 
as  the  flood  occurs,  to  blockade  flood  areas  and  evacuate  flood  victims. 

There  is  no  central  committee  to  provide  early  warning  and  provide  evacuation 
assistance  to  coordinate  local  town  department  efforts. 

The  shortness  of  the  warning  duration,  absence  of  coordinating  agencies,  and 
the  impractibiiity  of  providing  rapid  floodproofing  measures  in  the  plaza 
area  would  make  flood  warning  an  impractical  measure.  This  aspect  of  the 
nonstructural  alternative  will  not  be  considered  further  in  this  study. 

A  floodwarning  system  for  evacuation  only  will  be  considered  further  for  the 
Selected  Plan.  Stream  and  rainfall  gages  would  be  connected  to  an  alarm 
system  at  the  police  headquarters.  The  police  would  have  time  only  to  enact 
evacuation  measures  prior  to  a  potentially  catastrophic  flood. 

Floodproofing  -  Floodproofing  could  protect  to  some  extent  life,  health,  and 
property.  This  measure  would  be  dependent  upon  an  efficient  flood  warning 
system  to  be  effective.  An  early  warning  time  is  necessary  to  provide  suf¬ 
ficient  time  to  implement  temporary  floodproofing  measures.  Due  to  the  small 
size  of  the  watershed,  the  lag  time  of  peak  flows  is  too  short  to  allow  the 
required  time. 

Floodproofing  could  be  either  permanent  (blocking  windows,  constructing 
levees,  or  floodwalls,  etc.)  or  temporary  (sandbags,  floodshields,  etc.). 

The  degree  of  protection  would  depend  on  the  depth,  duration,  and  speed  of 
flood  flows  anci  the  amount  of  debris  carried  by  them.  Serious  flooding  could 
strand  people  for  extended  periods  in  floodproofed  structures,  cutting  them 
off  from  necessary  supplies  and  services.  Hydraulic  loading  of  floodwaters 
against  the  walls  of  floodproofed  structures  could  cause  them  to  collapse, 
resulting  in  greater  damage  than  might  have  occurred  without  floodproofing. 
Fast-flowing  and/or  debris- laden  flood  currents  could  cause  considerable 
damage  to  floodproofed  structures,  reducing  the  supposed  benefits  of  the 
floodproofing  measures. 

Floodproofing  of  the  Brookhill  and  Penfield  Apartments  would  be  impractical 
due  to  the  many  basement  apartments  with  windows  at  ground  level.  Many  of  the 
stores  in  the  plaza  have  two  entrance  glass  doorways,  large  glass  windows,  and 
unsealed  loading  docks.  This  makes  the  stores  very  immune  to  the  large  loads 
that  could  be  induced  by  floodwaters  even  if  the  floodshields  are  in  place. 

The  sealing  of  all  openings  would  be  unrealistic,  while  the  planning, 
coordination,  and  time  constraints  of  placing  temporary  shields  and  sandbags 
would  also  be  Impractical. 


This  nonstruc tural  aspect  will  not  be  considered  further  due  to  the  numerous 
constraints  restricting  its  effectiveness. 


Permanent  Evacuation  -  Permanent  evacuation  of  the  area  proved  to  be  the  most 
effective  plan  to  reduce  flood  damage  while  it  was  also  the  most  expensive 
plan.  Permanent  evacuation  of  the  developed  flood  plain  involves  the 
acquisition  of  lands  by  purchase,  removal,  and  relocation  of  improvements, 
evacuation,  and  resettlement  of  flood  plain  residents,  and  permanent  conver¬ 
sions  of  lands  to  uses  less  susceptible  to  flood  damage.  Movement  out  of  the 
flood  plain  would  result  in  a  natural  habitat  improvement  in  the  evacuated 
areas.  The  strongest  opposition  to  this  plan  comes  from  individuals  with 
investments  in  local  businesses  and  real  estate.  An  evacuation  of  the  plaza 
would  pose  inconvenience  for  many  and  economic  hardships  for  some  of  the 
business  owners.  The  costs  of  permanent  evacuation  would  be  prohibitive  for 
implementation. 

A  rough  preliminary  cost  study  for  permanent  evacuation  of  the  buildings  in 
the  Panorama  Plaza  area  indicated  it  would  cost  over  $35  million  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  only.  This  would  make  this  measure  economically  impractical.  This 
aspect  of  the  nonstructural  alternative  will  not  be  considered  further  due 
the  high  cost  and  the  extreme  adverse  impacts  upon  the  social  well-being  and 
regional  development.  Partial  permanent  evacuation  was  utilized  in 
Alternative  B,  a  structural  levee/ floodwall  plan.  A  detailed  description  of 
the  buildings  and  lands  that  would  be  acquired  for  Alternative  B  is  described 
later  in  this  report. 

Flood  Insurance  -  Flood  insurance  provides  some  financial  protection  to  vic¬ 
tims  of  flood  related  property  losses,  but  does  nothing  to  prevent  such 
losses. 

In  the  1968  National  Flood  Insurance  Act,  Congress  designated  the  Secretary 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD),  to  establish  and  prosecute  a  National 
Flood  Insurance  Program  to  promote  regulation  of  uses  of  lands  susceptible  to 
special  flood  hazards,  to  curb  risks  of  future  flood  damage,  and  to  afford 
Federally  insured  flood  insurance  at  low  premium  rates.  The  amended  law  pro¬ 
vides  that  such  insurance  is  to  be  made  available  under  the  program  only  to 
those  communities  having  assured  the  Secretary  that  they  would  develop,  by 
30  June  1975,  adequate  regulations  governing  use  of  all  lands  under  their 
jurisdictions  susceptible  to  special  flood  hazards. 

Because  local  response  to  provisions  of  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Act  of 
1968  was  generally  apathetic,  Congress  later  enacted  the  Flood  Disaster 
Protection  Act  of  1973.  In  this  act,  Congress  stipulated  that  a  community 
having  jurisdiction  over  lands  susceptible  to  special  flood  hazards  could  not 
receive  Federal  assistance  of  any  kind  unless  it  participated  in  the  flood 
insurance  program  established  by  the  1968  Act,  and  that  an  owner  of  flood 
damageable  property  within  such  lands,  could  not  receive  assistance  of  any 
kind  from  the  Federal  Government  (or  any  agency  or  institution  supervised, 
regulated,  or  insured  by  the  Federal  Government)  in  acquiring  or  improving 

i  such  property  unless  he  purchased  flood  insurance  to  protect  it.  The  town  of 

Penfield,  along  with  most  of  the  other  towns  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed,  is  enrolled  in  the  flood  insurance  program  as  shown  in  Table  7. 

I 

I 
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Table  7  -  National  Flood  Insurance  Program 
Irondequoit  Creek. 

As  of  March  1979 


Location 

Phase  I! 

Study  Date  Completed 

Monroe  County 

Rochester  -  City 

R 

November  1978 

East  Rochester  -  Village 

2/ 

January  1977 

Pittsford  -  Village 

E 

January  1976 

Fairport  -  Village 

E 

January  1975 

Pittsford  -  Town 

R 

August  1978 

Brighton  -  Town 

R 

June  1 980 

Penfield  -  Town 

E 

March  1973 

Perinton  -  Town 

R 

August  1978 

Henrietta  -  Town 

R 

November  1980 

Irondequoit  -  Town 

R 

November  1978 

Mendon  -  Town 

E 

April  1975 

Ontario  County 

Victor  -  Town 

E 

July  1975 

West  Bloomfield  -  Town 

R 

January  1977 

Wayne  County 

Macedon  -  Town 

E 

September  1975 

JVE-  Emergency  Program  R  -  Regular  Program 

2/  Not  in  Program  but  has  had  a  Special  Flood  Area  Identified. 
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The  town  of  Penfield  Is  currently  enrolled  in  the  emergency  program  and 
should  be  working  toward  enrollment  in  the  regular  program.  Flood  insurance 
is  a  valuable  tool  for  promoting  flood  plain  management  techniques  in  he 
study  area,  therefore,  this  nonstructural  aspect  will  be  considered  further 
in  the  ensuing  sections. 

Flood  Plain  Regulations  -  Flood  plain  regulations  are  for  managing  measures 
land  use  to  prevent  or  reduce  future  flood  damageable  development  in  flood 
plains.  Flood  plain  regulations  do  not  address  the  problem  of  damageable 
structures  already  in  the  flood  plain. 

One  intent  of  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program,  discussed  above,  is  to 
encourage  communities  to  adopt  effective  flood  plain  management  regulations. 
By  means  of  zoning  laws,  building  codes,  and  subdivision  regulations,  a  flood 
plain  management  program  would  prevent  highly  damageable  uses  of  floodlands, 
while  permitting  less  susceptible  uses  such  as  recreation.  Regulations 
keeping  obstructive  developments  out  of  floodways ,  would  not  only  prevent 
damages  to  such  developments  themselves,  but  would  also  prevent  flow 
obstructions  which  might  raise  stages  and  worsen  flooding  upstream.  Per¬ 
petuation  of  such  undesirable  development  could  be  prevented  by  regulations 
permitting  local  governments  to  acquire  such  flood  susceptible  property  for 
flood  compatible  purposes,  or  to  require  that  new  developments  be  flood- 
proofed.  Since  flood  plain  management  regulations  and  flood  insurance  zones 
are  based  on  a  100-year  frequency  of  flooding,  any  structural  measures  which 
reduce  the  100-year  flood  plain  would  also  affect  flood  plain  management 
regulations. 

Flood  plain  regulations  are  currently  being  implemented  in  the  town  of 
Penfield  in  the  form  of  zoning  ordinances,  building  codes,  and  flood 
insurance  enrollment.  The  town’s  utilization  of  flood  plain  regulations  can 
be  improved  upon  and  will,  therefore,  be  considered  further  in  this  study. 

Of  the  five  aspects  of  this  nonstructural  alternative,  only  two  aspects 
(flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  regulations)  will  be  considered  further. 

This  portion  of  the  nonstructural  alternative  will  be  carried  into  the  system 
of  accounts  for  further  evaluation.  The  other  three  aspects  were  eliminated 
for  the  above  stated  reasons. 

Recreational  Development 

Adequate  park  and  recreational  facilities  and  programs  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  quality  of  life  in  a  community.  The  town  of  Penfield  offers  a 
wide  variety  of  recreational  activities  to  its  residents  on  a  seasonal  and 
year-round  basis.  The  Parks,  Recreation,  and  Youth  Services  Department  works 
jointly  with  the  Penfield  Town  Board  and  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Advisory 
Board  to  sponsor  a  comprehensive  recreation  program  for  all  the  residents  of 
the  town.  Since  1956,  the  town  of  Penfield  has  had  a  citizen  recreation 
board  and  a  full-time  director  of  recreation. 

The  Penfield  Parks  and  Recreation  Board  sponsors  a  broad  range  of  recrea¬ 
tional  activities  throughout  the  year.  The  eleven  member  board  decides  on 
policy  and  sets  goals  and  recommends  funding  levels.  The  board  is  appointed 
by  the  town  board. 


The  recreation  programs  and  facilities  are  administered  by  the  Parks, 
Recreation,  and  Youth  Services  Department.  The  department  employs  an 
executive  director,  park  foreman,  and  community  education  recreation 
coordinator  and  approximately  25  people  on  a  part-time  basis.  The  parks  and 
recreation  offices  are  located  in  the  abandoned  sewage  treatment  plant  #1 
building. 

There  are  presently  two  major  parks  located  along  Irondequoit  Creek  in  the 
close  proximity  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  Upstream  of  the  Rt.  441  bridge 
to  the  Perinton  town  line,  the  town  of  Penfield  operates  and  maintains  Linear 
Park.  This  park  consists  of  18.5  acres  along  Irondequoit  Creek  with  poten¬ 
tial  connections  by  trails  to  Spring  Lake  Park  in  Perinton.  Facilities 
include  a  Braille  trail  and  nature  trails  along  the  creek.  Approximately  5 
acres  at  and  adjacent  to  the  deactivated  sewage  treatment  plant  #1  at  the 
west  end  is  in  the  process  of  being  developed  for  park  purposes.  Downstream 
of  Panorama  Plaza,  past  the  quarry  pond,  Monroe  County  operates  and  maintains 
Ellison  Park.  The  park  contains  714.5  acres,  of  which  approximately  two- 
thirds  are  in  Penfield.  Ellison  Park  serves  the  Rochester  Metropolitan  Area 
as  well  as  Penfield  residents.  Ellison  Park  has  a  variety  of  natural 
features  including:  the  meandering  creek;  open  level  areas  for  baseball, 
tennis  courts,  and  other  games;  wooded  hillsides  for  hiking  and  nature  study; 
and  open  slopes  for  sledding  and  tobogganing.  Picnic  areas  with  fireplaces, 
tables,  and  shelters  are  available. 

Several  private  recreational  sites  are  included  within  the  study  area.  Camp 
Haccamo  is  located  adjacent  to  Allen  Creek  near  the  Sybron-Nalge  buildings. 
The  day  camp  is  operated  by  several  Rotary  Clubs  of  Monroe  County  and  serves 
handicapped  children  from  the  Monroe  County  area.  Some  of  the  facilities 
provided  are  a  small  lake,  swimming  pool,  cabins,  dining  hall,  picnic  shel¬ 
ters,  and  playground.  The  Genesee  Conservation  League  is  a  private  recrea¬ 
tional  facility  located  north  of  Old  Penfield  Road  adjacent  to  Irondequoit 
Creek.  The  private  facility  contains  a  clubhouse,  picnic  shelters,  archery 
range,  rifle  range,  and  indoor  and  outdoor  pistol  ranges. 

The  Panorama  Plaza  area,  by  implementing  any  of  the  previously  described 
flood  damage  reduction  alternatives,  has  potential  for  recreational  develop¬ 
ment.  The  area  located  behind  Panorama  Plaza  is  currently  undeveloped. 
Although  structural  flood  control  measures  will  consume  some  of  the  vacant 
area,  a  considerable  amount  of  land  would  still  be  available  for  recrea¬ 
tional  purposes.  Development  of  a  park  would  best  utilize  the  land  by 
creating  a  low-damage  flood  plain. 

The  town  of  Penfield  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  is  currently  in  the 
planning  stage  to  develop  a  town  park  in  the  open  land  behind  Panorama  Plaza. 
The  park  may  be  constructed  in  the  near  future.  The  preliminary  plans  indi¬ 
cate  two  multi-purpose  fields,  a  baseball  diamond,  and  a  playground/picnic 
area.  Sketch  6  shows  the  location  of  the  recreational  facilities  that  are 
proposed  by  the  Penfield  Parks  and  Recreation  Department. 

Utilization  of  the  levee  for  recreational  purposes  (hiking/biking  trail, 
bleachers)  was  considered  during  the  early  plan  formulation  stages  and  in 
the  draft  reports.  However,  because  of  continuing  significant  concerns 
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pertaining  to  health  and  safety  problems,  maintenance  problems/ costs ,  and 
structural  integrity  concerns,  this  utilization  will  not  be  incorporated  or 
encouraged  in  the  final  plans. 

Aside  from  the  increased  picnicking  and  recreational  opportunities,  the 
influx  of  people  would  be  an  economic  boost  for  the  plaza  businesses. 

REMAINDER  OF  IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED 

General 

This  section  will  address  possible  nonstructural  alternatives  for  the  entire 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  and  its  floodprone  problem  areas,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  area,  which  was  addressed  in  the  preceding 
section.  Structural  alternatives  for  the  entire  watershed  would  be  imprac¬ 
tical  and  are  economically  unjustified.  A  description  of  the  floodprone  areas 
are  presented  in  the  Problems  and  Needs  section  of  this  report.  The  Problems 
and  Needs  section  describes  reasons  why  structural  alternatives  were  not  con¬ 
sidered  for  many  of  the  floodprone  areas.  Many  of  the  floodprone  areas  were 
found  to  be  in  remote  areas  that  created  little  physical  flood  damage.  Most 
of  the  flooded  areas  affected  only  private  property.  With  the  small  amount 
of  damage  prevention  benefits,  structural  flood  control  measures  justifica¬ 
tion  could  not  be  economically  justified  and,  therefore,  lacked  for  a  Federal 
project.  The  use  of  nonstructural  alternatives  to  provide  flood  relief  for 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  will  be  investigated  and  presented  in  this 
section.  In  addition,  institutional  analyses  are  discussed  for  nonstructural 
implementation. 

No  Action 

This  alternative  provides  a  plan  of  no  action,  whereby  no  measures  are  pro¬ 
posed  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  flooding  or  its  effects  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed.  This  is  not  a  viable  solution  since  flood  damages  would 
still  occur.  However,  It  would  provide  a  basis  to  compare  any  investigated 
improvements. 

Nonstructural 

General 

In  accordance  with  Corps  policy,  equal  consideration  must  be  given  to  struc¬ 
tural  and  nonstructural  alternatives  for  flood  damage  reduction.  Histori¬ 
cally,  structural  protection  has  been  emphasized,  but  this  alone  is  no  longer 
an  acceptable  approach  due  to  recent  emphasis  on  protection  of  the  environ¬ 
ment.  Land  management  in  general  has  become  a  more  popular  concept  in  the 
last  decade,  and  flood  plains  are  obvious  candidates  for  land  management. 

The  present  shift  away  from  traditional  control  techniques  can  be  partly 
accounted  for  by  the  risk  of  catastrophic  disasters,  and  the  inability  to 
predict  future  economic  trends  when  working  under  traditional  measures.  Both 
structural  and  some  nonstructural  techniques  are  aimed  at  a  "design  storm." 

No  matter  how  large  the  design  storm  is,  it  can  be  exceeded.  Failure  of  some 


structure  such  as  a  flood  control  reservoir  can  create  much  more  serious 
problems  than  if  there  had  been  no  reservoir  at  all.  Levees  as  a  protection 
measure  have,  according  to  some  authorities,  resulted  in  increased  flood 
plain  encroachment  by  people  who  had  a  faulty  sense  of  security  that  the 
levees  would  never  fail.  Recent  approaches  to  flood  risk  management  seem  to 
be  biased  against  any  alternative  that  has  the  potential  of  increasing  flood 
flow  (particularly  if  it  could  result  in  a  serious  flood  wave)  or  encouraging 
increased  usage  of  the  flood  plain  by  concerns  highly  susceptible  to  flood 
damage.  Also,  many  traditional  measures  require  large  initial  capital  expend¬ 
itures  that  require  many  decades  to  pay  off.  From  a  practical  point  of  view, 
often  it  is  felt  that  large  structural  flood  control  measures,  if  installed, 
commit  the  community  to  implicit  reliance  on  them.  Some  of  the  nontradi- 
tional  alternatives  do  not  appear  to  require  quite  the  same  financial  commit¬ 
ment  but  rather  call  for  organizational  capacity.  Capital  costs  are  often 
lower  for  these  nontraditional  measures,  which  would  make  them  seem  easier  to 
discard  if  they  proved  ineffective.  Changes  in  social  attitudes,  status  of 
the  environment,  economic  objectives,  and  physical  character  of  the  stream 
and  stream  flow  require  flexible  planned  programs.  Many  of  the  nonstructural 
approaches  have  greater  flexibility  than  structural  techniques  because  the 
time  of  implementation  can  be  varied. 

Nonstructural  alternatives  by  Non-Federal  implementation  would  be  the  most 
practical  approach  to  addressing  the  flood  problems  contained  in  the  major 
portion  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  The  watershed  is  a  complex 
hydrologic  network  of  streams  that  have  isolated  problem  areas.  Some  of  the 
areas  are  too  small  to  warrant  Federal  investigation.  All  but  one  of  the 
floodprone  areas  are  not  eligible  for  Federal  funding  for  structural  measures 
because  of  the  lack  of  economic  justification  as  discussed  in  the  Problems 
and  Needs  section. 

Nonstructural  alternatives  will  be  addressed  in  a  general  basin-wide  des¬ 
cription.  Five  nonstructural  plans  will  be  presented:  flood  warning,  per¬ 
manent  flood  plain  evacuation,  floodproofing,  flood  insurance,  and  flood 
plain  regulation.  Specific  detail  for  providing  a  nonstructural  plan  for 
isolated  areas  cannot  be  provided  because  of  the  lack  of  available  land  use 
data. 

Specific  problem  areas  would  require  further  investigations  in  conjunction 
with  present  and  future  land  use  data  to  gain  an  overall  perspective  of  the 
entire  watershed.  This  would  help  prevent  the  error  of  improving  one  area 
while  causing  adverse  conditions  in  adjacent  areas.  A  central  committee  or 
agency  would  need  to  be  designated  to  coordinate  and  enforce  flood  plain 
management  practices  throughout  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  Otherwise, 
efficient  management  of  the  entire  watershed  would  not  take  place. 

Flood  Warning 

An  integral  part  of  a  flood  warning  or  emergency  action  plan  is  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  a  flood  warning  device  and  developing  a  plan  of  action.  Such  a 
device  would  be  situated  far  enough  upstream  in  the  watershed  to  give  ade¬ 
quate  time  for  evacuating  floodprone  areas  or  erecting  emergency  flood  pro¬ 
tection  measures.  However,  power  outages  could  cause  the  warning  devices  to 
be  inoperative. 
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Flood  warning  Is  not  a  permanent  solution,  and,  in  fact,  by  itself  cannot 
reduce  losses  at  all.  What  it  does  do  is  buy  time  to  evacuate  or  protect 
damageable  property.  Using  this  time  depends  on  preparations  made  before 
the  warning.  A  successful  flood  warning  system  relies  heavily  on  the  human 
and  organizational  capacity  of  the  local  community.  If  there  is  no  existing 
organizational  structure  that  a  flood  warning  system  can  connect  to,  it  pro¬ 
bably  could  never  be  a  significant  part  of  a  flood  management  program. 

Flood  warning  systems  rely  heavily  on  interagency  coordination,  particularly 
in  providing  the  public  with  accurate  information.  Misinformation,  such  as 
outdated  news  bulletins,  can  be  worse  than  no  information  at  all.  The  decom¬ 
position  rate  of  a  flood  warning  system  can  be  extremely  rapid  unless  some 
individual  or  group  takes  the  responsibility  to  maintain  it. 

Much  has  been  done  to  encourage  the  development  of  disaster  plans,  but  little 
is  available  in  the  way  of  facilitating  guidance  and  implementation.  Civil 
defense  and  disaster  preparedness  agencies  rarely  have  the  capacity  to  deal 
with  much  more  than  evacuation  and  maintenance  of  basic  services  during  the 
disaster.  Techniques  for  estimating  the  effects  of  flooding  on  various  acti¬ 
vities  in  detail  and  designing  realistic  measures  to  respond  to  the  threat 
are  crude  at  best. 

The  National  Weather  Service  probably  has  the  greatest  potential  capacity  to 
predict  flood  levels  on  the  mainstreams  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 
though  the  basin  may  be  too  small  to  provide  accurate  predictions. 

The  success  of  a  flood  warning  system  is  greatly  dependent  on  the  type  of 
storm  producing  the  flood  problem.  Any  particular  area  is  usually  more 
susceptible  to  the  flood  produced  by  one  type  of  storm  than  others.  For 
example.  Hurricane  Agnes  was  a  slow  moving,  widespread  type  of  storm, 
allowing  ample  preparation  time  for  the  major  river  basins.  On  the  other 
hand,  many  downstream  flood  disasters  are  a  result  of  thunderstorms  that  can 
occur  with  little  warning.  An  alert  received  from  the  warning  device  must  be 
transmitted  to  all  concerned  parties  quickly  and  each  party  must  act  imme¬ 
diately.  This  system  cannot  positively  guarantee  flood  protection,  due  to 
the  flash  type  flooding  that  occurs  in  this  relatively  small  watershed  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  flood  waters  would  still  inundate  the  areas  surrounding 
the  structures,  perhaps  trapping  the  residents  inside. 

Rates  of  rise  for  Irondequoit  Creek  are  dependent  upon  the  shape  of  the 
basin,  antecedent  conditions,  intensity  of  the  storm,  development  within  the 
basin,  and  debris  in  the  channel  at  the  time  of  the  storm.  The  duration  of  a 
flood  is  dependent  upon  the  duration  of  the  storm,  the  storage  capacity  of 
the  overbank,  prolonged  runoff  from  snowmelt,  and  high  stages  caused  by  ice 
jams,  etc. 

It  is  impossible  to  predict  accurate  rates  of  rise  and  duration  because  many 
variations  in  rainfall  distribution  could  produce  a  peak  discharge  with  a 
variety  of  rise  rates. 

A  study  of  the  nature  of  flooding  within  the  study  area  indicates  that 
Irondequoit  Creek  through  the  study  area  is  prone  to  rapid  and  dangerous 
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rates  of  rise.  The  rate  of  rise  for  flood  conditions  on  Irondequoit  Creek, 
was  estimated  between  1.0  and  l.S  feet  per  hour,  and  flood  conditions  were 
estimated  to  last  from  one-half  to  one  day.  The  rate  of  rise  is  considerably 
faster  for  Allen  Creek  due  to  the  urbanized  characteristics  of  its  watershed. 

Flood  warning  as  a  flood  damage  reduction  scheme  is  believed  to  be  more 
attractive  to  commercial  or  industrial  interests  than  for  residential 
because:  they  can  usually  organize  and  maintain  an  effective  damage  reduc¬ 
tion  system;  and  they  can  assign  someone  to  oversee  maintenance  of  the  flood 
warning  system.  Developing  the  basis  for  technical  assistance  and  research 
on  the  dynamics  of  managing  flood  risk  within  the  structure  of  the  firm  is 
necessary  to  provide  the  basis  for  more  effective  public  agency  stimulation 
of  desirable  private  responses. 

The  attractiveness  of  flood  warning  from  an  economic  standpoint  depends 
largely  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  evacuation  and  protection  plans.  Much  of 
the  flood  damage  in  residential  areas  occurs  to  buildings  and  grounds  that 
cannot  be  easily  floodproofed  or  evacuated. 

As  an  answer  to  the  total  flooding  problem,  this  plan  is  a  poor  permanent 
solution  because  of  the  need  for  a  central  coordinating  body,  the  shortness 
of  warning  time  due  to  the  relatively  small  size  of  the  watershed,  and  the 
unreliable  readiness  of  private  homeowners  to  install  temporary  protection. 
However,  in  the  absence  of  other  flood  control  measures,  a  small  amount  of 
damage  reduction  could  be  afforded  by  this  alternative. 

Permanent  Flood  Plain  Evacuation 

Permanent  flood  plain  evacuation  of  developed  flood  plain  areas  involves 
acquisition  of  lands  by  purchase,  removal  and  relocation  of  improvements, 
evacuation  and  resettlement  of  flood  plain  residents,  and  permanent  conver¬ 
sion  of  lands  to  uses  less  susceptible  to  flood  damage.  Contents  and  owners 
are  relocated  on  sites  less  floodprone  but  with  equivalent  public  services. 
The  structures  are  purchased  and  destroyed  or  moved  from  the  flood  plain. 

The  evacuated  area  is  converted  to  a  natural  state  by  filling  basements, 
removing  debris,  and  reseeding.  The  Uniform  Relocation  and  Assistance  Act 
defines  the  amounts  that  must  be  paid  for  moving  expenses  and  losses  as  a 
result  of  moving  and  relocation  assistance.  The  implications  of  this  law  are 
important  in  evaluating  the  evacuation-relocation  measure.  Relocation  pro¬ 
grams  are,  and  probably  will  continue  to  be,  more  difficult  to  implement  than 
other  nonstructural  or  structural  measures  because  of  the  social  and  economic 
disruption  which  they  entail. 

This  is  the  only  nonstructural  alternative  that  would  permanently  control  the 
amount  of  flood  damage.  Movement  out  of  the  flood  plain  would  result  in  the 
ability  to  restore  the  natural  habitat  in  some  of  the  evacuated  areas  and 
prevent  the  continual  and  gradual  loss  of  flood  plain  forest  acreage. 
Ecologically,  this  plan  is  very  acceptable,  since  many  of  the  ecosystems  in 
the  flood  plain  would  recover  and  redevelop.  However,  as  with  flood  emer¬ 
gency  action,  debris  would  be  left  on  the  overbanks  after  the  floods  receded. 
In  addition,  debris  from  the  initial  evacuation  activity  would  leave  a  long¬ 
time  scar  on  the  flood  plain  unless  substantial  beautification  actions  were 
made  part  of  the  program. 
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Personal  inconvenience  to  people  now  in  the  flood  plain  would  be  great  but 
this  might  be  offset  by  residents  no  longer  experiencing  flooding.  This 
alternative  would  be  unacceptable  to  many  residents  with  strong  ties  to  their 
present  homes  and  community.  Individuals  with  investments  in  local  busi¬ 
nesses  and  real  estate  that  may  suffer  from  a  relocation  would  also  be  likely 
to  oppose  evacuation.  Each  individual  floodprone  area  would  need  to  be  eval¬ 
uated  on  a  separate  basis  to  determine  the  exact  impact  that  permanent  flood 
plain  evacuation  would  cause. 

Floodproofing 

Floodproofing  is  an  adjustment  to  a  structure  or  its  contents,  or  both,  such 
that  either  floodwater  is  kept  from  the  structure  or,  the  damaging  effects 
of  floodwater  entry  are  eliminated  or  reduced.  Measures  can  be  classified 
as  permanent,  contingent,  or  emergency.  Permanent  floodproofing  measures  do 
not  depend  on  judgment,  flood  forecast,  or  warning  to  put  the  protection  into 
effect.  Contingent,  or  partial,  measures  are  not  effective  unless,  upon 
receipt  of  warning,  some  minimal  action  is  taken  to  make  them  operational. 
Emergency,  or  temporary,  measures  are,  upon  receipt  of  warning,  either  impro¬ 
vised  just  prior  to  or  during  an  actual  flood  or  carried  out  according  to  an 
established  plan  of  action. 

Some  examples  of  permanent  measures  are:  (1)  site  elevation  using  fill  or 
stilts  (raising  structures  in  place);  (2)  site  protection  using  dikes  or 
flood  walls;  and  (3)  structure  protection  using  anchorage  to  resist  buoyancy, 
sump  pumps,  sealing  of  floors  or  basement,  and  Increasing  the  structural 
strength  of  buildings  to  withstand  hydrostatic  pressure.  Examples  of  con¬ 
tingent  measures  would  include:  (1)  structure  protection  through  provision 
of  closures  for  openings  below  the  design  flood  elevation,  protective 
coverings  for  appliances,  etc.;  (2)  utility  backup  protection  using  valves; 
and,  (3)  intentional  flooding  with  clean  or  floodwater  to  equalize  hydro¬ 
static  pressures.  Emergency  measures  would  include:  (1)  site  and  structure 
protection  using  sandbags,  and  (2)  contents  protection  by  means  of  temporary 
removal  to  higher  elevations  (e.g.,  upper  floors).  In  some  cases,  short 
warning  times  preclude  use  of  all  but  permanent  measures. 

Floodproofing  could  require  structural  changes  and  temporary  shields  as  a 
means  of  reducing  flood  damages.  The  level  of  design  would  be  based  upon  the 
Regulatory  Flood  Datum  (RFD).  The  RFD  is  defined  in  Federal  Floodproofing 
Regulation  EP  1165-2-314  as  the  height  of  the  Regulatory  Flood  plus  a 
freeboard  factor  of  safety.  For  purposes  of  making  an  evaluation  in  this 
investigation,  the  Regulatory  Flood  has  been  assumed  to  be  a  200-year  event. 
Walls  and  floods  below  the  RFD  would  be  altered  to  improve  structural 
strength  and  impermeability.  Windows  and  low  elevation  would  be  sealed 
permanently,  perhaps  with  glass  blocks,  and  temporary  removable  shields  would 
be  placed  on  doorways  or  loading  docks  during  flood  times.  The  shields  could 
be  made  of  any  structurally  sound  material  that  is  easily  moved  such  as  alu¬ 
minum  or  plastics.  The  shields  would  be  stored  as  close  as  possible  to  the 
place  where  they  would  be  used  but  hidden  from  view  as  much  as  possible. 

Quick  attachment  fasteners  would  be  used  to  allow  speedy  placement. 


A  flood  warning  device  would  be  necessary,  and  the  successful  use  of  the 
shields  depends  upon  proper  functioning  of  this  warning  device.  Ample 
warning  would  have  to  be  given  to  place  the  temporary  shields  in  the  various 
openings  of  the  buildings.  Most  structures  would  still  need  to  be  evacuated, 
since  residents  would  be  stranded  until  floodwaters  subsided.  Structures 
would  only  be  rated  or  modified  based  upon  the  ability  to  protect  against  the 
RFD.  During  floods  greater  than  this,  the  rating  would  no  longer  apply. 

Another  method  of  residential  floodproofing  that  could  be  evaluated  consists 
of  constructing  a  waterproof  utility  cell  to  house  the  furnace,  hot  water 
heater,  air  conditioner,  and  electric  switchbox.  The  remainder  of  the  base¬ 
ment  could  be  utilized  for  storage  but  would  be  subject  to  flooding. 

Another  method  of  residential  floodproofing  consists  of  raising  the  structure 
by  jacking  the  superstructure  and  constructing  the  foundation  wall  to  design 
level.  This  method  would  not  be  applicable  for  many  commercial  buildings 
because  of  structural  restrictions. 

The  environmental  impact  floodproofing  would  have  on  the  flood  plain  would  be 
primarily  to  the  aesthetic  qualities  of  the  buildings  involved.  Windows 
would  be  bricked  and  shields  stored  on  the  property.  As  with  otner  nonstruc- 
tural  plans,  debris  would  remain  on  the  overbank  after  the  floodwaters 
receded,  and  shrubs,  lawns,  trees,  and  other  natural  features  of  the  environ¬ 
ment  could  be  damaged  temporarily. 

Floodproofing  will  have  to  be  evaluated  on  an  individual  basis  to  ascertain 
its  effectiveness  and  practicality  throughout  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed. 

Flood  Insurance 

Under  the  National  Insurance  Act  of  1968  and  the  Flood  Disaster  Protection 
Act  of  1973,  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program  was  initiated.  It  is 
administered  by  the  National  Insurance  Administration  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  Flood  insurance  provides  some  financial 
protection  to  victims  of  flood-related  property  losses.  Flood  insurance  does 
not  prevent  flood  losses,  but  only  compensates  victims  for  such  losses. 
However,  in  time,  the  land  use  regulations  required  of  communities  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  HUD's  National  Flood  Insurance  Program  will  effectively  reduce 
the  amount  of  existing  floodprone  development  and  associated  damage  potential 
and  control  future  flood  plain  development.  This  "relocation  by  attrition" 
aspect  of  the  flood  insurance  program  has  been  strengthened  by  passage  of  the 
Flood  Disaster  Protection  Act  of  1973,  P.L.  93-234.  The  Act  provides  that  no 
Federal  agencies  or  Federally-backed  financial  institution  shall  approve  any 
financial  assistance  for  acquisition  or  construction  purposes  in  flood  hazard 
areas  unless  the  community  in  which  the  area  is  located  is  participating  in 
the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program.  Due  to  the  legislative  requirements  of 
the  insurance  program,  existing  development  susceptible  to  damage  by  the 
100-year  flood  cannot  be  substantially  improved.  The  Federal  Insurance 
Administration  defines  a  substantial  improvement  as  any  repair  or  improve¬ 
ment,  the  cost  of  which  equals  or  exceeds  50  percent  of  the  market  value  of 
the  structure  before  the  improvement  is  started  or  flood  damage  has  occurred. 
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Raising  a  structure  above  the  100-year  flood  level  would  remove  the  improve¬ 
ment  limitation,  but  is  costly  and  in  many  cases  structurally  Impossible. 
Thus,  relocation  out  of  the  flood  plain  will  quite  possibly  be  the  only 
viable  alternative  for  structures  that  cannot  be  effectively  utilized  unless 
substantial  improvements  are  made.  No  attempt  was  made  to  evaluate  flood 
insurance  on  a  benefit-to-cost  relationship  since  there  are  no  overall  eco¬ 
nomic  benefits  initially  and  future  benefits  accruing  to  "relocation  by 
attrition"  are  impossible  to  quantify  with  any  degree  of  accuracy. 

Existing  town  and  county  regulations  tend  to  discourage  construction  in  the 
flood  plain.  Development,  however,  is  still  increasing,  but  should  be  regu¬ 
lated  using  guidelines  to  reduce  flood  damaging  effects.  The  most  practical 
solution  is  to  combine  the  flood  insurance  with  development  restrictions. 
Costs  for  this  would  be  borne  on  an  individual  basis  by  the  residents 
themselves.  The  intention  of  a  program  like  this  is  to  make  inhabitants 
aware  of  available  measures  and  possibly  assist  in  the  organization  of  a 
program. 

A  community  qualifies  for  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program  in  two 
separate  phases,  the  Emergency  and  Regular  Programs.  Under  the  initial 
Emergency  phase,  limited  amounts  of  flood  insurance  become  available  to  local 
property  owners.  A  community’s  efforts  to  reduce  flood  losses  are  general 
and  in  many  cases  guided  only  by  preliminary  flood  data.  The  map  HUD  pro¬ 
vides  the  community  at  this  stage  is  a  Flood  Hazard  Boundary  Map  that  out¬ 
lines  the  floodprone  areas  within  the  community.  Subsidized  rates  are 
charged  for  all  structures  regardless  of  their  flood  risk. 

Under  the  Regular  Program,  the  full  limits  of  flood  insurance  coverage  become 
available  locally.  The  premiums  charged  for  new  construction  vary  according 
to  its  exposure  to  flood  damage.  The  community's  flood  plain  management 
efforts  become  more  comprehensive  and  new  buildings  are  elevated  or  flood- 
proofed  below  certain  flood  levels.  These  levels  are  derived  from  HUD's 
detailed  onsite  engineering  survey  in  the  community.  This  more  detailed  sur¬ 
vey  is  indicated  on  a  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map,  which  shows  flood  elevations 
and  outlines  risk  zones  used  for  insurance  purposes. 

Most  of  the  towns  and  villages  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  are  cur¬ 
rently  enrolled  in  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program.  Table  7  lists  the 
towns  and  villages  in  the  watershed  and  their  status  in  the  program.  The 
table  also  indicates  the  date  the  flood  insurance  studies  were  completed. 

It  is  intended  that  all  of  communities  will  upgrade  their  flood  plain  manage¬ 
ment  measures  to  qualify  for  the  Regular  program.  The  communities  are 
required  to  adopt  building  codes  to  reduce  flood  hazards.  This  action  will 
in  time  improve  the  overall  conditions  of  the  watershed.  Overbank  flooding 
would  continue  and  adverse  effects  will  occur  to  the  environment;  however, 
structural  property  damage  will  be  reduced  through  improved  flood  plain  man¬ 
agement  practices  required  by  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program. 

Flood  Plain  Regulation 

While  floodproofing  allows  present  land  uses  to  continue  by  reducing  their 
susceptibility  to  damage  of  structures  and  relocation  alters  present  land  use 
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to  make  total  damages  from  floods  less,  regulation  attempts  to  direct  future 
land  use  In  such  a  way  that  It  Is  consistent  with  the  flood  hazard. 
Regulations  preclude  the  use  of  the  flood  plain  for  high  hazard  uses,  such  as 
residential,  and  instead  encourage  the  use  of  the  flood  plain  for  open  space, 
agriculture,  or  other  activities  not  highly  susceptible  to  flood  damage. 
Regulation  can  take  many  forms,  including:  zoning,  building  codes,  sub¬ 
division  regulation,  encroachment  lines,  public  purchase  of  open  space 
properties,  and  purchasing  the  right  to  develop  property.  All  of  these 
measures  have  one  objective  in  common  -  the  prevention  of  future  development 
on  the  flood  plain  which  is  incommensurate  with  the  flood  risk.  Regulations 
often  take  the  form  of  excluding  urban  development  from  some  areas  of  the 
flood  plain  (the  floodway),  allowing  only  agricultural  or  open  space  uses 
there,  and  regulating  urban  development  in  other  areas  of  the  flood  plain 
(the  fringe)  such  that  the  structures  will  be  compatible  with  the  flood  risk 
there.  For  example,  building  codes  might  require  floodproofing  of  structures 
in  the  fringe  to  the  100-year  probability  flood  level. 

Evaluation  of  regulation  is  different  than  evaluation  of  floodproofing  or 
relocation  because  of  the  requirements  of  the  Flood  Disaster  Act.  This  act 
is  interpreted  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (EC  1105-2-12)  to  mean  that  the  with 
and  without  conditions  are  both  characterized  by  the  existence  of  flood  plain 
regulations  to  the  limit  of  the  100-year  flood.  This  implies  that  costs  and 
benefits  of  regulation  must  only  be  measured  in  the  case  where  the  Corps 
recommends  regulations  beyond  the  limits  of  the  100-year  flood  plain.  There 
is  no  quantifiable  way  to  evaluate  economic  justification  of  flood  plain 
regulations,  but  they  are  potentially  valuable  aids  for  communities  as  they 
seek  to  minimize  their  flood  problems.  In  practice,  these  measures  are  used 
with  the  flood  insurance  program  to  make  a  comprehensive  program  to  deal  with 
present  and  future  flood  damages. 

Development  in  the  flood  plain  must  abide  by  enforced  regulations,  and  the 
regulations  must  be  continually  reviewed  and  appraised  with  the  changing 
needs  and  conditions  of  the  area.  Many  localities  do  not  rigidly  enforce  the 
regulations,  particularly  for  large-scale  development  in  the  flood  plain, 
since  the  tax  base  would  be  affected  adversely  without  such  development. 
Oftentimes,  the  local  governments  do  not  have  a  staff  with  sufficient  exper¬ 
tise  to  fully  implement  the  regulations.  Many  of  the  upstream  communities  in 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  prefer  to  manage  their  own  flood  plains  and 
thus  control  the  land  use.  This  action  does  not  promote  uniformity  through¬ 
out  the  watershed  and  may  cause  adverse  flood  conditions  in  the  downstream 
reaches.  It  is  desirable  that  a  central  regulating  committee  or  agency  be 
designated  or  formed  to  promote  and  coordinate  flood  plain  regulations 
throughout  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  Research  is  needed  to  identify 
quantitatively  the  effect  of  various  upland  uses  on  the  downstream  flood 
problems.  Land  use  criteria  to  be  developed  before  decisions  can  be  made  on 
how  and  which  land  can  be  used  in  ways  that  would  minimize  environmental  and 
structural  damage,  both  upstream  and  downstream. 

In  February  1975  a  Flood  Plain  Information  Report  for  Irondequoit  Creek  in 
Monroe  and  Ontario  Counties  was  completed  for  the  New  York  State  Department 
of  Environmental  Conservation  by  the  Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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The  report  provides  maps  and  cross-section  diagrams  detailing  standard  proj¬ 
ect  flood  and  intermediate  regional  flood  stages  and  extent  of  inundation  of 
the  flood  plain. 

Recognizing  the  need  to  prevent  future  losses  of  life  and  property  due  to  the 
continued  intrusion  onto  floodprone  areas,  Congress  enacted  Section  206  of 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960.  The  Act,  with  subsequent  amendments,  auth¬ 
orized  the  establishment  of  a  flood  plain  management  services  program  in  the 
Corps.  The  objective  of  the  program  is  planning  for  flood  damage  prevention 
at  all  Government  levels  and  to  encourage  the  wise  use  of  flood  plains  for 
the  benefit  of  the  national  welfare.  Flood  plain  information  and  planning 
and  technical  assistance  on  flood  plain  hazards  and  flood  damage  reduction 
measures  are  furnished  to  Federal,  State,  and  local  Government  agencies  and 
private  organizations  and  individuals  upon  request. 

The  Corps  under  the  Flood  Plain  Management  Services  Program  provides  tech¬ 
nical  and  flood  plain  management  planning  assistance  to  State  and  local 
Governments  upon  request.  The  assistance  activities  include: 

a.  Evaluation  of  flood  hazards; 

b.  Floodway  determinations; 

c.  Assistance  in  the  preparation  of  rules  and  regulations  for  flood¬ 
proofing; 

d.  Architectural  and  engineering  assistance  for  floodproofing; 

e.  Assistance  in  the  preparation  of  flood  emergency  preparedness  plans; 

f.  Flood  hazard  evaluations  to  comply  with  the  Executive  Order  11988; 

g.  Assistance  in  the  preparation  of  regulations  for  flood  hazard  areas; 

and 

h.  Other  flood-related  issues,  such  as  hydrology  studies  and  coordi¬ 
nation,  urbanization  effects  on  stream  flows  and  flood  damages,  etc. 

The  information  and  guidance  are  intended  for  wise  and  informed  decision 
making  at  the  local  level.  Technical  services  and  guidance  constitute  a 
major  portion  of  the  total  effort.  Contacts  with  local  governments  are 
encouraged  not  only  because  of  specific  concern  with  floods  but  also  as  they 
relate  to  local  planning  problems,  and  the  preparation  of  flood  plain 
regulations.  Professionals  and  elected  officials  are  assisted  in  inter¬ 
preting  flood  data.  The  limits  of  the  flood  areas  and  corresponding  flood 
heights  of  specific  design  floods  are  defined.  Where  reports  are  not 
available,  technical  assistance  can  involve  a  comparably  short,  localized 
study  to  provide  the  essential  information.  Such  assistance  is  also  provided 
Federal  agencies.  Assistance  to  private  organizations  and  individuals  is 
limited  to  provision  and  interpretation  of  available  information. 
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Institutional  Analyses 


To  demonstrate  the  complexity  of  the  institutional  framework  of  the  organiza¬ 
tions  involved  in  drainage  and  land  use  planning,  a  brief  institutional  anal¬ 
ysis  will  be  presented.  This  analysis  will  aid  in  the  identification  of  a 
central  body  to  coordinate  flood  plain  regulations  within  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed.  The  following  presents  a  brief  description  of  each 
organization,  its  relationship  with  the  other  organizations  or  groups,  its 
specific  input  into  land  use,  and  land  use  planning.  In  many  cases,  the 
groups  mentioned  serve  many  functions.  The  comments  herein  are  limited  to 
those  functions  related  to  drainage  and  land  use  considerations  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

1 .  Towns 

There  are  portions  of  10  towns  contained  within  the  watershed  limits  of 
Irondequoit  Creek.  In  Monroe  County,  they  are  Brighton,  Henrietta, 
Irondequoit,  Mendon,  Penfield,  Perinton,  and  Pittsford.  In  Ontario  County, 
they  are  Victor  and  West  Bloomfield.  The  only  town  In  Wayne  County  is  the 
town  of  Macedon. 

Each  town  is  governed  by  an  elected  supervisor  and  town  board  consisting  of 
the  supervisor  and  four  other  members.  Funding  for  town  board  activities  is 
obtained  through  property  taxes,  sales  tax,  and  Federal  revenue  sharing 
funds. 

Town  boards  have  the  final  authority  to  govern  land  use  and  land  use  planning 
within  the  limits  of  their  respective  towns.  This  includes  adoption  of  a 
Master  Plan,  Zoning  Districts,  Rezoning,  and  Special  Improvement  Districts. 
Further,  the  town  board  sets  design  standards  such  as  requirements  for  storm¬ 
water  detention  facilities.  Town  special  improvement  drainage  districts  are 
administered  by  the  town  board  acting  as  commissioners  for  the  Districts. 

The  town  planning  boards  can  be  delegated  the  authority  by  the  town  boards  to 
approve  subdivisions  of  land  and  site  plans.  Town  planning  boards  act  with 
the  Input  from  town  boards,  citizen  groups,  consultants,  and  county  and 
regional  planning  departments.  Funding  for  planning  board  activities  is 
through  town  board  appropriation.  Town  planning  boards  consist  of  a  chairman 
and  six  planning  board  members. 

Generally,  a  town's  Department  of  Public  Works  is  charged  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  maintaining  the  various  drainage  facilities  dedicated  to  the 
town.  Funding  for  public  works  projects  is  through  appropriation  by  the  town 
board. 

Town  environmental  commissions  and  boards  serve  as  advisors  to  town  boards 
and  planning  boards  in  connection  with  the  environmental  factors  of  land  use. 

2.  Villages 

The  incorporated  villages  of  East  Rochester,  Fairport,  and  Pittsford  in 
Monroe  County  are  also  located  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  The 
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structure  of  the  villages  is  somewhat  similar  to  the  towns  except  that  each 
village  is  governed  by  a  board  of  trustees  consisting  of  a  mayor  and  four 
trustees.  Interaction  between  the  village  board  and  village  planning  board 
is  similar  to  that  of  the  towns. 

3.  City  of  Rochester 

The  city  of  Rochester  is  governed  by  a  mayor  and  councilpersons  elected  by 
the  public.  Administratively,  the  city  Government  is  headed  by  the  city 
manager. 


a.  Rochester  Environmental  Commission  -  Advisory  group  to  the  Rochester 
City  Council  dealing  with  the  environmental  aspects  of  land  use. 

b.  Department  of  Public  Works  -  As  with  towns  and  villages,  the  City 
Department  of  Public  Works  is  charged  with  maintaining  existing  drainage 
facilities. 

c.  Department  of  Community  Development  -  Administers  community  develop¬ 
ment  funding  programs  for  the  city  of  Rochester. 

d.  Engineering  Department  -  Administratively  falls  under  the  Department 
of  Environmental  Services.  Provides  "in  house"  engineering  expertise  for 
city  projects  and  other  city  departments. 

e.  Planning  Department  -  Administratively  falls  under  the  Department  of 
Community  Development.  Serves  to  advise  on  planning-related  matters  for 
development  within  the  city. 

4.  Monroe  County 

The  county  of  Monroe  is  governed  by  a  legislature  consisting  of  29  elected 
members.  Administratively,  county  government  is  run  by  the  county  manager. 

Department  of  Planning  -  The  Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning  serves 
not  only  as  an  advisory  group  to  the  county  legislature  but  also  advises  the 
various  towns  and  villages  regarding  proposed  land  use.  Further,  the 
Department  of  Planning  is  instrumental  in  aiding  the  various  towns  and  vil- 
ages  in  preparation  of  master  plans,  when  requested. 

Environmental  Management  Council  -  The  purpose  of  the  Environmental 
Management  Council  is  to  provide  sound  technical  and  environmental  advice  to 
the  county  legislature,  the  individual  towns,  town  environmental  commissions 
and  boards,  the  general  public,  and  the  New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation.  The  council  is  staffed  by  a  senior  environmen¬ 
talist  and  an  environmental  engineer.  Administratively,  the  Environmental 
Management  Council  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Planning  Department. 
Funding  is  through  appropriation  of  the  county  legislature  with  matching 
State  funds. 

Pure  Waters  Division  -  The  Division  of  Pure  Waters  was  originally  formed 
to  oversee  county  sewage  treatment.  By  resolution  of  the  county  legislature, 
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the  Division  has  been  charged  with  the  responsibility  for  overseeing  drainage 
within  the  county.  As  a  result,  the  Division  has  prepared  a  status  report  of 
drainage.  However,  additional  funding  for  specific  drainage-related  projects 
has  not  been  established.  As  a  result,  Pure  Waters  Division  is  not  presently 
involved  with  drainage-related  matters. 

Health  Department  -  The  Monroe  County  Health  Department  reviews  the 
acceptability  of  water  supply  and  sanitary  facilities  for  proposed  develop¬ 
ment  in  Monroe  County.  It  also  acts  as  an  agent  of  the  State  Health 
Department  in  monitoring  on  Irondequoit  Creek.  The  Monroe  County  Health 
Department  is  an  agent  of  the  State  Health  Department  and  as  such,  receives 
partial  funding  from  New  York  State. 

Parks  Department  -  The  Monroe  County  Parks  Department  is  charged  with  the 
responsibility  for  establishing  and  maintaining  parks  for  the  county  of 
Monroe.  Among  these  are  Ellison  Park  and  Powder  Mills  Park  located  on 
Irondequoit  Creek. 

Department  of  Public  Works  -  The  Monroe  County  Department  of  Public  Works 
maintains  drainage  facilities  generally  along  county  highways* 

5.  Ontario  County 

Ontario  County  is  governed  by  a  board  of  supervisors  consisting  of  21  members 
elected  by  the  public. 

a.  Planning  Department  -  The  Ontario  County  Planning  Department  advises 
not  only  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  connection  with  land  use  and  develop¬ 
ment,  but  also  the  individual  towns  within  the  county. 

b.  Environmental  Management  Council  -  An  advisory  body  serving  the  Board 
of  Supervisors,  the  towns,  and  the  general  public. 

c.  Environmental  Coordinator  -  The  Environmental  Coordinator  is  an 
administrative  position  created  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
Environmental  Management  Council. 

6 .  Wayne  County 

Wayne  County  is  governed  by  a  board  of  supervisors,  one  supervisor  being 
elected  to  each  town. 

a.  Wayne  County  Planning  Board  -  This  board  serves  as  an  advisory  group 
not  only  to  the  County  Board  of  Supervisors,  but  also  to  the  individual  towns 
within  the  county. 

7.  State  of  New  York 

a .  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (Region  8)  - 
The  NYSDEC  covers  an  11  county  region  consisting  of  Chemung,  Schuyler,  Yates, 
Seneca,  Wayne,  Ontario,  Steuben,  Livingston,  Monroe,  Genesee,  and  Orleans 
Counties.  Divisions  of  air  resources,  pesticides,  pure  waters,  solid  waste. 


73 


community  relations,  fisheries,  wildlife,  regional  attorney,  environmental 
analysis,  forestry,  land  acquisition,  water  resources  planning,  and  law 
enforcement.  The  DEC  is  funded  by  appropriaton  of  the  State  Legislature. 

The  DEC  is  the  permit  issuing  department  under  Parts  15  and  24  (Stream 
Disturbance  and  Wetlands)  of  the  Environmental  Conservation  Law. 

b.  New  York  State  Clearinghouse  -  The  New  York  State  Clearinghouse 
serves  to  advise  groups  and  agencies  of  the  plans  of  others.  The  objective 
is  to  avoid  duplication  of  effort  or  interferences  between  groups.  Adminis¬ 
tratively,  the  clearinghouse  is  under  the  Division  of  the  Budget. 

c.  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  -  NYSDOT  is  funded 
through  appropriation  of  State  Legislature.  The  DOT  has  the  responsibility 
for  planning,  construction,  and  maintenance  of  the  State  highway  system. 
Further,  it  is  responsible  for  certain  State  waterways. 

d.  New  York  State  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  -  This  department 
is  funded  through  appropriation  by  the  State  Legislature  and  is  responsible 
for  the  creation  and  maintenance  of  the  State  park  system. 

e.  New  York  State  Health  Department  -  Generally,  this  department  is 
responsible  for  approving,  regulating,  and  monitoring  public  water  supply, 
distribution,  and  storage  facilities  throughout  the  State. 

f .  State  of  New  York  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Markets  Soil  and 
Water  Conservation  Districts  -  This  agency,  with  technical  assistance  from 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  -  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
works  at  the  local  county  level  to  assist  individual  landowners  and  users  and 
units  of  Government  with  planning  and  installing  conservation  practices,  with 
onsite  planning  of  soil  and  water-related  problems  and  with  soil  interpreta¬ 
tions  for  land  use. 

g.  New  York  State  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Committee  -  This  committee 
is  a  State  agency  which  sets  policy  and  provides  direction  and  guidance  to 
Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Districts  (SWCDs)  and  is  designated  by  NYSDEC 
(the  water  quality  management  agency  of  NYS)  as  the  agency  to  administer  the 
agricultural  nonpoint  source  implementation  program  at  the  State  level. 

8.  Federal  Government 

a.  Soil  Conservation  Service  -  Department  of  Agriculture  -  The  U.S.  Soil 
Conservation  Service  assists  individual  landowners  and  users  and  units  of 
Government  with  planning  and  installing  conservation  practices,  with  onsite 
planning  of  soil  and  water-related  problems,  and  with  soil  interpretations 
for  land  use. 

b.  U.S.  Geological  Survey  -  The  USGS  is  responsible  for  data  gathering 
and  recording  aspects  of  stream  flow  data. 

c.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Buffalo  District)  -  Responsible  for 
flood  control,  navigation,  and  beach  erosion  control  projects  in  an  area  that 
covers  northern  Ohio,  a  portion  of  northwestern  Pennsylvania,  and  western, 
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central,  and  northern  New  York.  As  part  of  its  many  responsibilities,  the 
Corps  maintains  Rochester  Harbor  (Charlotte),  operates  Mount  Morris  Dam,  and 
is  currently  engaged  in  a  major  study  of  the  Finger  Lakes  -  Oswego  River 
Basin  and  a  recreational  navigation  project  for  Irondequoit  Bay. 

d.  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  -  Responsible  for  allo¬ 
cating  grants  for  local  recreation  projects.  The  grants  given  to  State  of 
New  York  are  administered  by  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Department. 

e.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  -  Administers  and  enforces 
Federal  pollution  control  programs  on  a  national  and  international  basis. 

f .  Federal  Insurance  Administration  and  Office  of  Flood  Insurance 

(HUD)  -  The  Federal  Insurance  Administration  is  responsible  for  administering 
National  Insurance  Flood  Program.  This  includes  establishing  and  mapping  the 
limits  of  the  floodprone  areas  within  the  limits  of  the  towns  and  villages. 

9.  Other  Organizations 

a.  Genesee/Finger  Lakes  Regional  Planning  Council  -  This  group  is  an 
advisory  group  for  the  eight-county  area  consisting  of  Genesee  County, 
Livingston,  Monroe,  Ontario,  Orleans,  Seneca,  Wayne,  and  Yates  Counties  in 
connection  with  land  use  and  development.  Funding  is  established  through  the 
various  county  members. 

b.  Delta  Laboratories  -  Delta  Laboratories  is  a  nonprofit  organization 
funded  by  private  contributions  serving  as  an  advisory  group  to  local  units 
of  government  and  other  interested  groups  in  connection  with  water  and  air 
pollution. 

c.  Rochester  Committee  for  Scientific  Information  -  This  is  a  nonprofit 
organization  consisting  of  approximately  300  members.  Funding  is  through 
dues  of  the  membership.  This  group  conducts  research  on  environmental 
issues. 

d.  Center  for  Environmental  Information  -  Serves  as  a  coordinator  for 
environmental  information  and  education  in  the  Rochester  region. 

e.  Center  for  Governmental  Research  -  A  private  nonprofit  organization 
engaged  in  governmental  and  community  research  only.  Does  studies  that 
involve  public  interest. 

f.  Sierra  Club  -  Over  160,000  members  nationally;  founded  in  1892  to 
explore,  enjoy,  and  protect  wild  land  and  wild  life;  to  preserve  and  restore 
quality  of  environment. 

g.  Genesee  West  Audubon  Society  -  Local  chapter  for  the  National  Audubon 
Society. 

h.  Policy  Advisory  Committee  -  Serves  strictly  as  an  advisory  body  for 
recommending  activities  worthy  of  being  undertaken  by  Region  8  of  NYSDEC. 

The  committee  has  representation  from  the  11-county  area  comprising  Region  8. 
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In  order  to  provide  effective  basin-wide  flood  plain  regulations,  it  would  be 
necessary  for  the  municipalities  to  cooperate  with  one  another  and  to  commit 
themselves  to  a  central  working  body  for  directing  the  use  of  and  imple¬ 
menting  the  results  of  coordinated  land  use  policy.  This  could  possibly  take 
the  form  of  a  watershed  steering  committee  composed  of  the  interest  groups 
themselves,  or  some  type  of  a  nonaf filiated  advisory  group.  The  committee 
could  be  similar  to  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Drainage  Committee,  which  was  aban¬ 
doned  due  to  the  Monroe  County  Planning  Department  staff  and  budget  cuts 
several  years  ago.  The  most  effective  choice  for  a  central  body  would  be  an 
agency  under  Monroe  County  jurisdiction.  Sketches  7  and  8  demonstrate  the 
flow  chart  of  operation  and  the  inter-governmental  relationships  necessary 
for  effective  flood  plain  management  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

Some  of  the  towns  in  the  past  have  expressed  opposition  to  intervention  of 
Federal,  State,  or  county  agencies  into  their  management  of  flood  regulation. 
Therefore,  a  steering  committee  composed  or  representatives  from  all  towns  in 
the  watershed  could  be  another  possible  solution. 

SELECTED  PLAN  FOR  REMAINDER  OF  WATERSHED 

The  selected  plan  for  the  remainder  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  is  a 
nonstructural  plan  for  Non-Federal  implementation.  To  best  meet  the  flood 
plain  management  needs  of  the  watershed,  the  plan  would  be  a  combination  of 
several  nonstructural  measures  for  flood  prevention  that  were  described  in 
the  alternatives  section.  The  selected  alternative  would  combine  flood 
insurance,  flood  plain  regulation,  and  floodproofing  under  an  institutional 
framework. 

Based  on  the  institutional  analyses  in  the  preceding  section,  an  agency  under 
Monroe  County  jurisdiction  would  appear  to  be  the  most  feasible  entity  to  act 
as  a  central  body.  Approximately  90  percent  of  the  watershed  is  contained 
within  Monroe  County.  This  central  body  would  be  representative  of  all  towns 
within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

The  information  shown  on  Sketches  7  and  8  demonstrates  the  inter-governmental 
and  inter-agency  relationships  necessary  for  effective  flood  plain  management 
in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  basin. 

Currently,  the  Pure  Waters  Agency,  under  the  Monroe  Department  of  Public 
Works,  has  jurisdiction  to  coordinate  a  drainage  district  for  the  watershed. 
However,  many  of  the  towns  within  the  watershed  are  opposed  to  intervention 
into  the  management  of  their  flood  plains.  The  Pure  Water  Agency  is  the 
local  sponsor  implementing  New  York  State's  208  Program  (Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972  -  Public  Law  92-500,  Section  208). 

More  accurately,  Monroe  County  is  part  of  the  "nondesignated"  portion  of  the 
State  for  208  Water  Quality  Planning  and  as  such,  ultimate  responsibility  for 
208  planning  rests  with  the  State  of  New  York  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation  (DEC).  However,  DEC,  in  its  State  208  Plan,  supports  active 
county  participation  in  refining  and  implementing  the  State  208  Plan.  As  a 
result,  Monroe  County  has  recommended  the  Monroe  County  Administration  be  the 
principal  agent  for  carrying  out  the  208  Program  locally.  In  addition, 
within  Monroe  County,  the  County  Manager  has  appointed  an  advisory  committee, 
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known  as  the  Monroe  County  208  Water  Quality  Management  Planning  Committee, 
to  coordinate  State  208  activities  as  they  affect  Monroe  County.  This  com¬ 
mittee  Is  made  up  of  members  of  several  County  agencies  including  the 
Division  of  Pure  Waters,  the  Environmental  Management  Council,  and  the 
Departments  of  Health  and  Planning,  as  well  as  local  officials  and  business 
and  industrial  representatives. 

Although  the  program  primarily  concerns  improvements  to  water  quality,  it 
also  involves  land  use  management.  Land  use  management  could  include 
drainage  management.  It  would  have  to  be  determined  if  Pure  Waters  has  the 
jurisdiction  to  regulate  and  enforce  flood  plain  management  techniques,  and 
if  they  would  have  the  support  of  the  towns. 

Another  possible  solution  for  an  institutional  framework  would  be  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  central  watershed  committee  that  would  be  comprised  of  representatives 
from  all  the  towns  in  the  watershed.  To  date,  this  plan  has  not  been  accept¬ 
able  to  all  townships  because  the  upstream  communities  could  lose  some  juris¬ 
diction  over  their  own  development  plans,  while  the  downstream  communities 
would  gain  control  over  upstream  activities.  The  committee  would  need  to  be 
based  on  communicating  common  interests  and  long  range  planning  goals  to 
solve  this  problem.  In  order  for  the  committee  to  work  effectively,  all 
towns  must  participate  and  would  be  required  to  meet  on  a  regular  schedule. 

This  nonstructural  alternative  combines  flood  insurance,  flood  plain 
regulation,  and  floodproofing  under  jurisdiction  of  a  central  institutional 
body,  as  described  above.  Most  of  the  towns  and  villages  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed  are  currently  enrolled  in  the  National  Flood  Insurance 
Program,  as  shown  in  Table  7.  The  central  body  could  aid  towns  in  qualifying 
for  the  regular  flood  insurance  program  and  aid  in  the  distribution  of  flood 
insurance  information  to  the  public  within  the  flood  plain  areas. 

Basin-wide  flood  plain  regulations  could  be  drafted  by  the  committee  to 
standardize  the  separate  regulations  currently  adopted  by  each  town.  Public 
education  and  tailoring  of  regulations  to  meet  community  desires  and  needs 
should  be  a  major  consideration  of  the  central  body.  Typically,  several 
public  hearings  are  conducted  for  proposed  regulations  to  permit  full 
expression  of  views  and  negotiation  on  key  issues.  The  regulations  are  care¬ 
fully  explained,  including  their  purposes  and  operation.  In  this  way,  land- 
owners  and  the  general  public  are  educated  as  to  proposed  regulatory 
standards  and  the  administrative  procedures  for  operation  of  the  regulations. 
Pamphlets,  brochures,  newspaper  articles,  and  workshops  may  also  be  used  for 
education  purposes. 

Community  preferences  are  relevant  to  establishment  of  floodway  boundaries, 
flood  protection  elevations,  the  allocation  of  particular  flood  fringe  areas 
to  particular  uses  (e.g.,  commercial,  open  space),  the  extension  of  public 
services  to  flood  plain  areas,  and  the  use  of  nonregulatory  (e.g.,  land 
acquisition)  as  well  as  regulatory  techniques. 

Landowner  attitudes  are  also  important  since  considerable  negotiation  often 
occurs  with  affected  landowners  to  accommodate  their  demands  to  the  extent 
possible  (e.g.,  permitting  certain  uses  in  the  outer  flood  fringe)  while 
accomplishing  public  objectives. 


Flood  plain  regulations  should  be  integrated  with  broader  controls  to  take 
into  account  public  service  costs,  compatibility  of  adjacent  uses,  and 
broader  social,  economic,  and  environmental  factors.  Close  cooperation 
between  State,  local,  and  Federal  regulatory  agencies  with  regulatory  permit 
authority  is  also  needed  and  could  lead  to  the  use  of  combined  permit  proce¬ 
dures  to  facilitate  permit  processing  and  reduce  the  burden  and  inconvenience 
to  developers.  Flood  plain  regulations  alone  cannot  prevent  all  flood 
losses,  but  they  could  reduce  the  potential  for  these  losses  while  promoting 
multiple  use  of  land  and  preserving  a  wide  range  of  options  in  the  private 
use  of  land. 

The  floodproofing  portion  of  the  plan  could  result  in  an  educational  program 
organized  by  the  central  body  to  inform  property  owners  in  the  flood  plain  of 
floodproofing  techniques.  Also,  information  could  be  provided  for  available 
aid,  either  technical  or  financial.  Both  permanent  and  temporary  flood¬ 
proofing  methods  would  need  to  be  evaluated  for  each  reach  of  the  watershed 
to  determine  their  feasibility. 

After  the  selection  of  a  central  body  is  made  and  actually  implemented, 
several  idealized  steps  are  suggested  that  may  improve  the  effectiveness  of 
flood  plain  management  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed: 

1.  Inventory  of  flood  hazard  lands.  This  inventory  should  provide: 

(a)  an  evaluation  of  the  flooding  threat,  including  the  geographical  extent 
of  inundation  of  the  planning  flood  or  floods,  flood  heights,  and  areas  of 
special  wave  action  or  erosion  damage;  (b)  an  evaluation  of  other  special 
problems  or  hazards,  such  as  geologic  conditions  which  may  cause  structural 
bearing  problems  for  buildings  and  soil  limitations  which  may  limit  the  use 
of  onsite  soil  absorption  fields  for  septic  tanks;  (c)  an  inventory  of  spe¬ 
cial  environmental  values  such  as  areas  of  special  scenic  beauty,  fish 
spawning  grounds,  waterfalls,  caves,  duck  nesting  areas,  areas  with  special 
recreational  importance,  and  areas  suitable  for  water-related  development; 

(d)  an  inventory  of  special  cultural  and  archaeological  features  such  as 
Indian  mounds  and  historic  sites;  and  (e)  a  definition  of  existing  uses, 
including  their  intensity  and  condition  and  the  degree  of  flood  protection 
afforded  by  levees,  structural  floodproofing,  and  so  forth.  These  data,  when 
combined  with  natural  resource  and  cultural  data  for  the  community  as  a 
whole,  will  suggest  the  relative  suitability  and  capability  of  the  flood 
plain  for  particular  types  of  development. 

2.  Definition  of  community  needs  for  use  of  flood  plain  lands  (recrea¬ 
tion,  industrial,  commercial,  residential,  etc.).  In  an  ideal  sense,  overall 
growth  projections  and  land  use  needs  should  be  defined  as  part  of  a  compre¬ 
hensive  planning  process.  Nevertheless,  attention  can,  in  many  instances, 

f ocus  upon  demand  for  open  space,  recreation  areas,  wildlife  areas,  agri¬ 
culture,  and  other  uses  with  particular  applicability  to  the  flood  plain. 

3.  Selection  of  flood  plain  management  policies  for  particular  flood 
plain  areas  in  light  of  hazards,  special  environmental  values,  land  use 
demands,  existing  uses,  cost  of  public  services,  and  other  factors. 


4.  Selection  of  the  combination  of  regulatory  and  nonregulatory  manage¬ 
ment  techniques  most  appropriate  to  achieve  the  desired  policies  for 
particular  areas.  The  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  regulatory  and 
nonregulatory  techniques  discussed  earlier  should  be  taken  into  account. 

5.  Program  implementation  through  adoption,  administration,  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  regulations,  open  space  acquisition,  flood  insurance,  and  flood¬ 
proofing  techniques. 

6.  Periodic  revision  of  plans,  policies,  and  management  techniques  as 
social  and  economic  conditions  change.  Flood  conditions  change  due  to  urban¬ 
ization  and  other  factors,  and  the  needs  and  desires  of  community  residents 
change. 

The  complete  process  may  not  be  practical  for  all  areas  but  is  desirable  for 
urban  and  urbanizing  areas  where  careful  analysis  is  needed  of  flood  plain 
values  and  limitations  including,  but  not  limited  to,  flooding  threats.  Such 
a  process  would  also  help  integrate  flood  plain  management  with  broader  land 
use  planning  and  management. 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  FURTHER 

GENERAL 

Several  viable  alternatives  have  been  investigated  and  appear  to  warrant 
further  study  to  adequately  respond  to  the  needs  of  the  public  and  other 
Federal  and  non-Federal  interests.  This  section  presents  more  detailed  infor¬ 
mation  on  the  design  and  functions  of  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C  for  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  General  data  with 
regard  to  design  criteria  and  assumed  adverse  or  beneficial  qualities  are 
discussed  in  this  section.  More  detailed  design  data  is  available  in  the 
Hydraulic  and  Hydrologic  Appendix  C,  Design  Appendix  D,  and  Geotechnical 
Appendix  E. 

DESCRIPTIONS  OF  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  THE  PANORAMA  PLAZA  AREA 
Alternative  A  -  No  Action 


This  alternative  provides  a  plan  of  no  action  where  no  new  structural  or 
nonstructural  measures  are  proposed  to  relieve  flood  damage  impacts.  The 
present  base  conditions  of  the  town  of  Penfield  will  continue.  This  is  not  a 
viable  solution  for  the  flood  problems  along  Irondequoit  Creek,  since  flood 
damages  will  still  occur.  Highway  traffic  and  public  services,  such  as 
telephone,  power,  gas,  garbage  collection,  fire,  ambulance,  police,  doctor 
businesses  and  many  other  day-to-day  operations  could  be  impaired  during  a 
flood.  During  flooding,  bank  erosion  would  continue  which  could  eventually 
affect  buildings  that  encroach  upon  the  creek's  flood  plain.  The  aftermath 
of  a  flood  would  leave  silt  and  debris  that  would  be  aesthetically 
unattractive. 

Further  development  and  encroachment  into  the  flood  plain  will  reduce  the 
natural  storage  capacity  of  the  basin  and  thereby  increase  the  damages 
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assessed  due  to  flooding.  The  town  would  continue  with  the  flood  insurance 
program,  flood  plain  management,  and  zoning.  However,  at  present  they  are 
general  and  are  not  specific  enough  to  provide  strict  enforcement  to  reduce 
encroachment  in  the  flood  plain. 

Alternative  A  is  not  recommended  for  this  study  area.  The  no  action  plan 
will  be  continued  into  the  System  of  Accounts  only  as  a  base  condition  by 
which  the  other  considered  alternatives  may  be  compared. 

Alternative  B  -  Levee/Floodwall 


Alternative  B  is  a  structural  alternative  that  provides  flood  damage  reduc¬ 
tion  with  the  utilization  of  levees  and  floodwalls.  This  alternative  was 
investigated  at  a  50-,  100-,  500-year,  and  SPF  levels  of  protection.  A 
100-year  level  of  protection  is  used  in  the  following  description  and 
detailed  on  plate  2. 

In  the  reach  between  the  Route  441  Bridge  and  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge,  a 
levee  will  be  constructed  along  the  right  bank  (looking  downstream).  The 
levee  will  be  constructed  from  a  high  ground  point  behind  the  bowling  alley, 
over  and  behind  the  creek  bank  treeline  to  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge 
embankment.  The  levee  will  be  constructed  with  a  10-foot  crest  and 
1:2.5  sideslopes.  The  left  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek  in  this  reach  would  not 
require  any  flood  control  structure.  This  is  due  to  the  natural  high 
topography  along  the  left  bank. 

In  the  reach  between  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  and  Penfield  Road,  a  levee 
will  be  constructed  along  the  right  bank.  The  levee  will  begin  at  the  road 
embankment  near  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  and  continue  along  the  parking  Lot 
of  the  printing  firm.  The  printing  firm  will  be  acquired  because  it  would 
not  be  incrementally  justified  to  construct  a  floodwall  to  protect  one 
building  that  is  endangered  due  to  its  close  proximity  to  the  erosive  bank. 

The  levee  would  continue  along  the  back  property  line  of  the  businesses  along 
Panorama  Trail.  The  alignment  would  then  follow  along  the  outside  perimeter 
of  the  undeveloped  area,  allowing  the  open  space  to  serve  as  both  a  flood 
plain  and  a  recreational  park.  The  levee  would  connect  to  the  high  embank¬ 
ment  at  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge.  Along  the  left  bank  in  the  same  reach,  a 
floodwall  would  be  placed  behind  the  immediate  treeline  from  a  point  just 
downstream  of  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  to  the  confluence  of  Allen  Creek. 

Two  6-foot  wide  floodgates  would  be  installed  in  the  wall  at  the  plaza  exten¬ 
sion  bridge  for  pedestrian  access. 

Allen  Creek  would  be  channelized  30  feet  wide  with  1:2.5  sideslopes  for 
900  feet  upstream  along  a  new,  meandering  alignment.  A  3-foot  drop  structure 
would  be  constructed  at  point  850  feet  upstream  of  the  confluence.  Riprap 
would  be  required  downstream  of  the  drop  structure  on  Allen  Creek.  A  low 
flow  channel  and  pools  would  be  incorporated  into  the  design  to  improve  the 
fish  habitat.  Grass,  shrubs,  and  trees  will  be  planted  to  stabilize  the 
banks  of  the  newly  channelized  reach  and  to  provide  shade  cover.  A  levee 
will  be  constructed  along  the  right  bank  (looking  downstream)  of  Allen  Creek. 
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In  the  reach  between  the  Penfield  Road  and  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridges,  a  levee 
would  be  constructed  along  the  right-  hnnt-  behind  the  treeiine.  The  levee 
would  continue  across  Old  Penfield  Road  and  be  placed  along  the  alignment  of 
the  private  road  to  the  Genesee  Conservation  League.  The  private  road  would 
be  reconstructed  along  the  23-foot  wide  crest  of  the  levee  retaining  the  two- 
way  traffic  capability  that  presently  exists.  The  levee  alignment  would  turn 
off  the  road  and  run  adjacent  to  the  Brookhill  Apartments  where  it  would  con¬ 
nect  to  existing  high  ground.  Due  to  the  high  velocities  in  this  reach  of 
Irondequoit  Creek,  erosion  protection  would  be  required  for  the  right  and 
then  left  bank  downstream  of  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge. 

The  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  and  the  Plaza  Extension  Road  Bridge  are  obstruc¬ 
tions  to  only  low  flows.  During  high  flows,  the  bridges  act  as  natural  drop 
structures  which  aid  in  reducing  erosive  velocities  in  Irondequoit  Creek. 

The  bridges  are  recommended  to  remain  in  place,  though  vehicular  access  will 
be  eliminated  at  the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge.  Pedestrian  access  will  be  main¬ 
tained  at  the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge  to  allow  employees  from  the  Sybron-Lalge 
area  to  walk  to  Panorama  Plaza.  There  would  be  temporary  disruption  of  vehi¬ 
cular  traffic  over  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge  during  periods  of  high  creek 
stages. 

The  Panorama  Plaza  area  was  divided  into  four  interior  drainage  subareas. 

Each  area  will  be  collected  by  a  drop  inlet  and  drained  by  a  culvert  pipe  or 
box  culvert  through  the  levee  to  the  creek.  To  prevent  backflow  through  the 
culvert  during  high  creek  stages,  a  flapgate  and  a  sluice  gate  would  be 
included  as  part  of  the  total  internal  flood  control  system.  Refer  to  Plate 
6,  Internal  Flood  Control,  for  further  details. 

The  design  description  is  generally  the  same  for  the  50-,  100-,  and  300-year 
levels  of  protection.  The  50-year  design  have  levees  and  floodwalls  approxi¬ 
mately  0.5  foot  lower  than  that  of  the  100-year  design  and  the  500-year 
design  is  approximately  1.0  foot  higher  than  the  100-year  design. 

The  design  of  Alternative  B  at  the  Standard  Project  Flood  (SPF)  level  is 
similar  but  much  more  extensive.  The  large  volume  of  runoff  during  a 
Standard  Project  Flood  will  create  higher  stages.  The  design  heights  of  the 
levees  and  floodwalls  will  be  approximately  8.0  feet  higher  than  the  100-year 
level  of  protection.  In  addition  to  raising  the  design  height,  the  length  of 
the  levees  and  floodwalls  will  be  extended  along  the  east  bank  and  west  bank 
of  the  reach  between  the  Route  441  Bridge  and  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge. 

Plate  3  details  the  general  design  of  Alternative  B  at  the  SPF  level  of  pro¬ 
tection. 

The  large  SPF  flows  in  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creek  generate  extremely  erosive 
velocities.  These  velocities  are  excessive  for  the  silty-sand  soil  con¬ 
ditions  in  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks.  The  entire  length  of  Irondequoit 
Creek  will  have  to  be  riprapped  for  erosion  protection  as  indicated  on 
plate  3.  The  sheet  pile  wall  will  provide  erosion  protection  at  the 
floodwalls.  Erosion  protection  will  also  be  required  along  Allen  Creek  for 
900  feet. 
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The  internal  flood  control  measures  will  be  similar  for  the  SPF  level  of  pro¬ 
tection  as  for  the  lower  levels  of  protection-  The  length  of  the  culvert  and 
the  depth  of  the  gate  well  for  the  sluice  gate  would  increase  for  the  SPF 
plan. 

As  detailed  in  the  Cost  and  Economic  Appendix,  the  additional  costs  for 
levees  and  floodwalls,  erosion  protection,  and  interior  flood  control  would 
cause  the  SPF  level  of  protection  cost  to  be  economically  unjustified.  The 
SPF  level  of  protection  would  also  be  environmentally  unacceptable  due  to 
extensive  destruction  of  the  bank  vegetation  and  fish  habitat  due  to  place¬ 
ment  of  riprap  erosion  protection  along  both  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks. 
Therefore,  the  Standard  Project  Flood  level  of  protection  for  Alternative  B 
will  not  be  considered  further  in  this  report. 

In  a  previous  section,  "Recreational  Development,"  a  description  was  pre¬ 
sented  of  the  recreational  facilities  that  are  proposed  for  the  open  area 
behind  Panorama  Plaza.  The  development  of  a  town  park  would  be  beneficial  to 
both  the  public  and  the  plaza  store  owners.  The  increased  number  of  people 
utilizing  the  recreational  facilities  would  likely  result  in  an  increase  in 
sales  for  the  stores  in  Panorama  Plaza. 

Planning  of  the  alignments  for  the  flood  control  structures  have  been  coor¬ 
dinated  with  the  Penfield  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  to  avoid  disrup¬ 
tion  of  their  preliminary  plans  for  the  town  park.  In  this  alternative,  the 
levees  and  floodwalls  are  set  back  from  the  creek  to  preserve  the  riparian 
treeline.  The  levee  would  border  along  the  outside  edge  of  the  open  area, 
but  there  would  still  be  sufficient  land  for  the  proposed  multi-purpose 
fields,  baseball  diamond,  playground/picnic  area,  and  restrooms. 

Alternative  G  -  Nonstructural 

According  to  the  Federal  Register,  29  September  1980  in  Section  711.53,  "A 
primarily  nonstructural  plan  is  to  be  formulated  and  included  as  a  candidate 
plan  wherever  a  structural  project  or  program  alternatives  are  considered." 
This  nonstructural  plan  was  developed  to  conform  with  Principles  and 
Standards  and  for  comparison  to  the  structural  alternatives  proposed  to  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area.  Five  nonstructural  measures  were  investigated  -  flood 
warning,  floodproofing,  permanent  evacuation,  flood  insurance,  and  flood 
plain  regulation.  Each  of  these  measures  were  investigated  individually  and 
in  combination  to  determine  if  they  could  meet  the  planning  objectives  of 
this  report. 

Three  of  the  five  nonstructural  alternatives  were  not  feasible  either 
individually  or  in  combination  for  the  reasons  stated  below.  The  three 
measures  not  considered  further: 

Flood  Warning  -  An  integral  part  of  a  flood  warning  system  is  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  a  flood  warning  device  or  method,  and  developing  an  emergency  plan  of 
action.  Currently,  there  is  no  formal  flood  warning  system  in  the  watershed. 
Flood  warning  measures  provide  information  about  possible  flooding  so  that 
those  who  may  be  affected  by  such  flooding  can  escape  with  some  belongings  or 
can  employ  emergency  measures,  such  as  sandbags  or  flood  screens,  to  protect 


themselves.  Flood  warning  best  serves  floodprone  areas  in  the  lower  reaches 
of  the  watershed.  However,  there  Is  insufficient  lag  time  for  flows  in 
Irondequoit  Creek  to  warn  downstream  residents  if  detection  of  a  potential 
flood  is  made  upstream.  The  shortness  of  the  warning  duration,  absence  of 
coordinating  agencies,  and  the  imprac tibility  of  providing  rapid  flood- 
proofing  measures  in  the  plaza  area  would  make  flood  warning  an  impractical 
measure  except  for  implementing  emergency  evacuation. 

Floodproofing  -  Floodproofing  measures,  both  temporary  and  permanent,  provide 
onsite  protection  of  individual  properties  against  flood  related  damages. 
Temporary  measures  include  closure  devices  and  barricades.  Permanent 
measures  include  watertight  substructures,  building  anchors,  pedestal 
foundations,  and  individual  dikes,  levees,  and  floodwalls.  Many  of  the 
stores  in  Panorama  Plaza  have  two  entrance  glass  doorways,  large  glass 
windows,  and  loading  docks.  The  apartment  complexes  have  many  basement 
apartments  with  windows  at  ground  level.  The  nature  and  design  of  the  struc¬ 
tures  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  flood  plain  make  many  of  the  floodproofing 
measures  impractical.  The  sealing  of  all  openings  would  be  unrealistic  while 
the  planning,  coordination ,  and  time  constraints  of  placing  temporary  shields 
and  sandbags  would  also  be  impractical. 

Permanent  Evacuation  -  Permanent  evacuation  involves  the  removal  of  all 
existing  flood  damageable  structures  from  flood  potential  lands  and  thereby 
eliminates  to  some  degree  the  need  for  flood  damage  reduction  structures  and 
management.  This  is  the  only  nonstructural  alternative  that  most  effectively 
reduces  flood  damage  by  removing  the  damageaDlo  property.  The  flood  plain 
would  be  converted  back  into  a  natural  habitat  which  provides  environmental 
benefits  to  the  area.  This  measure  has  an  extremely  high  cost  of  over 
$35  million  for  total  permanent  evacuation.  In  addition,  this  measure  has 
extreme  adverse  Impacts  upon  the  social  well-being  and  regional  development 
of  the  area. 

Two  aspects  of  ho  nonstructural  alternatives  were  considered  feasible.  The 
two  measures  are  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  regulations.  Both  measures 
are  currently  being  implemented  in  the  town  of  Penfield  and  are  included  in 
the  base  no  action  plan.  However,  implementation  of  these  measures  can  be 
improved  upon  and  expanded.  Recommendations  for  these  improvements  are  pre¬ 
sented  below: 

Flood  Insurance  -  Flood  insurance  is  available  to  watershed  residents  through 
private  programs  and  through  the  Federally  subsidized  National  Flood 
Insurance  Program. 

Most  communities  having  jurisdiction  over  the  floodlands  of  the  watershed 
receive  Federal  assistance  of  some  kind,  and  under  the  Flood  Disaster 
Protection  Act  of  1973,  these  communities  must  participate  in  the  National 
Flood  Insurance  Program  In  order  to  continue  to  receive  Federal  funds. 
Therefore,  it  is  likely  that  most  of  these  communities  will  participate  in 
the  national  program,  which  promotes  land  use  regulations  to  prevent  further 
development  in  floodprone  areas.  The  Flood  Insurance  Program  gives  support 
to  local  communities  in  terms  of  providing  technical  data  and  establishing 
standards.  However,  flood  insurance  would  provide  no  direct  protection  for 
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life,  health,  or  property;  its  sole  benefit  would  be  to  financially  compen¬ 
sate  flood  victims  for  their  losses.  Flood  insurance  does  not  prevent  flood 
losses  but  merely  compensates  the  victims. 

A  detailed  description  of  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program  is  presented 
in  this  report  under  the  section,  "Remainder  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed  -  Nonstructural,  Flood  Insurance."  The  National  Flood  Insurance 
Program  consists  of  two  separate  phases,  the  Emergency  and  Regular  programs. 
The  town  of  Penfield  is  currently  enrolled  in  the  emergency  program.  This 
program  is  more  general  in  its  guidelines  and  benefits  to  the  community  and 
property  owners.  The  town  should  work  toward  enrollment  in  the  regular 
program.  The  community's  flood  plain  management  efforts  become  more  compre¬ 
hensive  in  the  regular  program.  A  more  detailed  survey  is  completed  for  the 
Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map,  which  shows  flood  elevations  and  outlines  risk 
zones . 

The  initial  step  that  a  community  takes  to  participate  in  the  program  is  to 
apply  for  admission  to  the  emergency  program.  To  become  eligible,  a  com¬ 
munity  must  have  a  functioning  building/zoning  permit  system  or  adopt  one  by 
ordinance.  It  must  also  pass  two  resolutions,  one  essentially  voicing 
interest  in  joining  the  program,  the  other  concerning  building  permit 
reviews.  These  reviews  are  to  determine  whether  proposed  building  sites  will 
be  reasonably  safe  from  flooding.  If  the  proposed  building  is  located  in  a 
flood  hazard  area,  it  must  be  designed  and  anchored  to  prevent  flotation, 
collapse,  or  lateral  movement,  and  must  use  construction  materials  and 
methods  that  will  resist  flood  damage.  In  addition,  all  subdivision  propos¬ 
als  must  be  reviewed  to  see  that  they  are  consistent  with  the  need  to  mini¬ 
mize  flood  damage,  that  utilities  are  so  located  and  constructed  as  to 
accomplish  that  same  end,  and  that  proper  drainage  is  provided.  Also,  new  or 
replacement  water  and  sewer  systems  must  be  appropriately  designed  for 
flooding  situations.  This  is  all  spelled  out  in  Section  1910.3(a)  of  the 
Federal  Insurance  Administration  (FIA)  regulations. 

When  FIA  produces  a  special  flood  hazard  boundary  map  (SFKB),  the  community 
should  then  advance  to  section  1910.3(b)  of  the  regulations.  At  this  time, 
local  officials  must  begin  addressing  the  issue  of  the  meaning  of  minimizing 
the  damage  in  new  or  rehabilitated  consruction.  Since  the  SFHB  map  is  not 
specific  as  to  elevation,  this  section  does  not  go  much  further  than  the 
requirements  for  admission  to  the  program. 

The  next  phase  of  the  program  entails  the  production,  at  FIA  expense,  of  a 
Flood  Insurance  Rate  Study  by  a  study  Contractor.  This  Contractor  may  be  a 
Federal  agency  such  as  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  or  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  or  it  may  be  a  private 
consulting  engineering  firm.  These  studies,  using  standard  hydrologic  and 
hydraulic  techniques,  provide  flood  profiles  and  delineations,  as  well  as  a 
proposed  floodway.  Two  types  of  maps  are  produced;  one  is  used  for  insurance 
rating  purposes,  the  other  as  a  flood  plain  management  tool.  Six  months 
after  the  elevations  resulting  from  this  study  are  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  they  become  the  official  levels  both  for  insurance  purposes  and  for 
flood  plain  management. 
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At  this  point,  the  community  is  asking  to  adopt  flood  plain  management  ordi¬ 
nances  that  will  comply  with  Section  1910.3(d)  of  the  regulations.  When  this 
is  done,  the  community  is  admitted  to  the  regular  flood  insurance  program. 

The  requirements  for  flood  plain  management  under  Section  1910.3(b)  include 
several  items.  The  major  ones  are  as  follows: 

a.  New  construction  or  substantial  improvements  of  residential  struc¬ 
tures  within  the  area  of  special  flood  hazards  must  have  the  lowest  floor 
(including  basement)  elevated  to  or  above  the  level  of  the  100-year  flood. 

b.  New  construction  or  substantial  improvements  of  nonresidential  struc¬ 
tures  within  the  area  of  special  flood  hazards  must  have  the  lowest  floor 
(including  the  basement)  elevated  to  or  above  the  level  of  the  100-year  flood 
or,  together  with  attendant  utility  and  sanitary  facilities,  must  be  flood- 
proofed  up  to  the  level  of  the  100-year  flood. 

c.  A  floodway  for  passage  of  the  water  of  the  100-year  flood  must  be 
designated.  The  selection  of  the  floodway  shall  be  based  on  the  principle 
that  the  area  chosen  for  the  floodway  must  be  designed  to  carry  the  waters  of 
the  100-year  flood,  without  increasing  the  water  surface  elevation  of  that 
flood  more  than  1  foot  at  any  point. 

These  three  items,  which  form  the  basis  of  the  flood  plain  management  muscle 
of  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program,  cause  the  most  administrative  prob¬ 
lems  for  enrolled  communities.  Often  communities  have  raw  data  provided  by 
FIA,  but  lack  the  interpretive  knowledge  to  use  it. 

A  community's  real  experience  with  the  Flood  Insurance  Program  occurs  not  at 
the  1910.3(a)  stage  when  local  officials  must  exercise  general  caution  in 
what  is  built-in  known  floodprone  areas,  not  at  the  "(b)"  stage  after  the 
general  perimeter  of  the  hazard  area  has  been  defined,  and  local  officials 
must  begin  addressing  the  issue  of  the  meaning  of  minimizing  damage  in  new  or 
rehabilitated  construction,  but  when  the  community  has  been  presented  with 
its  detailed  FIA  study,  clearly  delineating  the  Elooduay,  floodway  fringe, 
and  the  elevation  of  the  100-year  flood.  At  this  point,  the  community  faces 
the  adoption  of  the  more  stringent  flood  plain  land  use  development  controls 
required  by  the  program,  e.g.,  1910.3(c)  or  (d). 

Many  of  these  communities  have  a  constituency  occupying  residential  or  non¬ 
residential  structures  In  the  flood  plain,  and  these  people  are  feeling  a 
degree  of  security  in  being  eligible  for  flood  insurance  coverage.  The  nega¬ 
tive  Impact  of  the  program  begins  to  dawn  when  the  FIA  presents  the  draft  of 
the  detailed  delineation  of  the  floodway,  floodway  fringe,  and  100-year  flood 
elevations;  areas  subject  to  development  constraints  are  fixed  with  engi¬ 
neering  precision. 

There  remains  a  real  need  to  counsel  communities  on  the  meaning  of  the  scien¬ 
tific  study  and  the  methodology  used  to  reach  the  conclusions.  Some  moder¬ 
ately  elementary  method  to  bridge  the  gap  between  the  competent  scientific 
researcher  and  the  equally  competent,  politically-oriented  local  official, 
must  be  found.  The  community's  need  to  know  and  understand  the  study,  its 
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rationale  and  assumptions,  cannot  be  treated  lightly  because  the  community  is 
faced  with  fixed  boundaries  for  its  floodway  and  floodway  fringe.  These 
boundaries  will  dictate  development  constraints  in  the  community.  They  are 
not  based  on  flexible  economic  or  social  criteria  as  may  be  the  case  with  the 
community’s  land  use  plan  and  zoning  ordinance.  These  flood  data  were  prob¬ 
ably  entirely  technically  derived  and  permitted  no  political  input. 

However,  it  is  quite  conceivable  that  the  FlA-produced  flood  study  may  be 
erroneous.  The  community  should  and  does  have  the  opportunity  to  challenge 
it.  At  the  moment,  the  Federal  Flood  Insurance  Program  is  the  nonstructural 
approach  applicable  for  most  communities,  and  a  mixed  blessing  in  the  eyes  of 
many.  The  insurance  program's  community  eligibility  requirements  seem  to 
impose  severe  limits  to  community  development,  the  program  is  favorable  to 
most  communities  and,  at  present,  provides  flexibility  which  will  permit 
reasonable  use  of  flood  plain  land. 

One  response  by  those  with  the  foresight  to  see  the  development  restrictions 
coming  may  be  to  build  in  the  flood  plain  while  the  community  is  in  the 
"emergency"  program,  with  its  subsidized  insurance  rates  and  the  very  loose 
restrictions  of  1910.3(a)  and  (b).  The  emergency  program,  meant  to  accom¬ 
modate  existing  uses,  may  have  an  effect  of  violating  the  intent  of  the  total 
Flood  Insurance  Program.  In  fact,  it  may  be  stimulating  development  in  the 
flood  plain.  This  should  be  a  question  of  not  inconsequential  interest  to 
the  Federal  sponsor  of  the  program. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  town  of  Penfield  planning  board  restrict  develop¬ 
ment  and  expansion  in  accordance  with  flood  plain  management  ordinances  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  regular  program,  though  the  town  has  only  emergency  program 
status  presently. 

Flood  Plain  Regulations  -  Utilizing  flood  plain  regulations  is  a  tool  to  pro¬ 
viding  flood  plain  management  to  a  community.  It  is  necessary  to  implement 
precise  and  enforceable  regulations  to  have  an  effective  Flood  Insurance 
Program.  Since  the  regulations  supplement  the  Flood  Insurance  Program,  the 
following  description  will  relate  both  aspects  to  the  nonstructural  solution. 

Flood  plain  regulations  are  congruently  provided  in  several  different  forms. 
They  are  in  the  form  of  statutes,  zoning  ordinances,  and  building  codes. 

Statutes  -  A  statute  is  a  legislated  act  that  declares,  commands,  or  pro¬ 
hibits  something.  It  is  the  written  will  of  the  legislature,  solemnly 
expressed  according  to  the  formulas  necessary  to  constitute  the  law  of  the 
State.  Those  States  that  have  enacted  statutes  dealing  with  channel 
encroachments,  refer  to  the  prohibiting  of  structures  that  will  "unduly 
restrict  the  capacity  of  the  floodway,"  "diminish  the  cross  section  of  the 
stream,"  or  "affect  the  life  and  property  below  the  works.” 

Anyone  who  builds  in  a  potential  flood  area  should  expect  to  contend  with 
the  natural  or  regulated  flood  flow  but  not  expect  to  suffer  losses  through 
increased  flows  and  flood  heights  caused  by  the  acts  or  omissions  of  others. 
Such  flood  damage  to  others  may  result  from  the  following  main  conditions: 

(1)  encroachments  into  the  channel  that  increase  flood  stages;  (2)  lack  of 
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channel  and  levee  maintenance  which  causes  increased  flood  stages  or  levee 
failure  under  flows  less  than  their  design  capacity;  (3)  inadequate  design 
and  maintenance  of  dams  and  levees  to  reasonably  insure  their  safety  in  time 
of  floods. 

Statutes  dealing  with  floodwaters  are  apparently  aimed  at  preventing  the 
above  conditions  and  are  different  from  zoning  ordinances,  which  attempt  to 
reduce  flood  losses  by  a  planning  approach. 

Zoning  Ordinances  -  Zoning  is  a  legal  tool  used  by  cities  and  counties  to 
control  and  direct  the  use  and  the  development  of  land  and  property  within 
their  jurisdiction.  This  is  done  by  dividing  the  area  into  districts  and 
specifying  the  uses  that  can  be  made  of  the  land  (and  the  height  and  bulk  of 
structures  permitted)  in  each  district.  Zoning  is  concerned  with  the  use  and 
conditions  of  use,  not  ownership,  of  parcels  of  land.  Division  of  a  com¬ 
munity  into  various  zones  and  specifications  of  what  use  is  to  be  made  of  the 

land  in  the  various  zones  should  be,  and  generally  is,  the  result  of  a 

comprehensive  planning  program  for  an  entire  community,  for  the  purpose  of 
guiding  its  growth.  The  terms  "planning"  and  "zoning”  are  often, 
mistakenly,  used  interchangeably.  Planning  is  the  broader  term  and  connotes 
projected  visions  of  the  systematic  development  of  an  area  with  particular 
reference  to  traffic  patterns,  parks,  municipal  building,  and  various  other 
community  needs.  A  planning  program  has  no  legal  status.  Zoning,  as 

described  above,  is  a  legal  tool  that  is  used  to  implement  and  enforce  the 

details  of  a  planning  program. 

Observation  and  experience  of  the  conditions  that  arise  in  unplanned  com¬ 
munities  have  prompted  modern  and  progressive  municipalities  to  establish 
some  sort  of  planning  program,  from  which  enactment  of  comprehensive  zoning 
ordinances  follows.  The  proper  ends  of  zoning  are  to  conserve  the  value  of 
the  property  and  to  make  the  most  appropriate  and  beneficial  use  of  available 
land.  Flood  plain  zoning  is  a  means  of  regulation  of  land  subject  to  flood 
by  placing  it  in  a  separate  district  with  certain  restrictive  use  provisions 
so  that  flood  damage  can  be  minimized.  Secondary  benefits  obviously  accrue 
through  the  consequent  protection  of  the  health  and  general  welfare  of  the 
community,  but  the  main  purpose  is  to  reduce  flood  damage. 

The  provisions  of  the  ordinances  themselves  vary  extremely,  ranging  from  a 
simple,  one-line  statement  that  no  structure  may  be  built  in  the  area  to 
statements  three  and  four  pages  long  which  give  various  use  permits,  con¬ 
ditional  uses,  and  similar  details.  The  vast  majority  of  ordinances  consider 
all  the  flood  area  to  be  one  zone,  and  the  uses  permitted  are  uniform 
throughout.  A  few  ordinances  that  were  given  wore  study  in  their  preparation 
d  j f oru.itiated  between  the  f  ioodway  and  the  floodway  fringe  area.  A  floodway 
consists  of  the  channel  and  that  portion  of  the  overbank  area  which  is 
required  to  efficiently  carry  floodwaters,  and  no  filling  or  permanent  struc¬ 
tures  are  allowed  in  this  area.  In  the  floodway  fringe  area,  and  in  those 
ordinances  with  a  single  flood-zoning  classification,  the  most  often  per¬ 
mitted  uses  are  accessory  uses  to  business,  agriculture,  storage  yards, 
parks,  re.creat tonal,  and  amusement  facilities,  and  open-type  uses.  Most 
flood  plain  zoning  provisions  in  the  various  ordinances  take  a  positive 
approach  by  enumerating  allowable  uses  that  could  be  made  of  the  land  or  by 
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providing  for  its  full  use  if  it  is  protected.  This  type  of  provision  is 
more  difficult  and  time  consuming  to  prepare,  but  is  ultimately  more  satis¬ 
factory  than  negative  approaches  which  simply  state  that  certain  or  all  uses 
are  prohibited.  One  danger  of  zon*ng  ordinances  is  that  they  do  not  prohibit 
filling  of  the  flood  plain  and  do  not  have  the  benefit  of  being  supplemented 
by  channel-encroachment  laws;  filling  may  take  place,  thus  constricting  the 
channel  and  aggravating  flood  conditions. 

Zoning  laws  and  court  interpretations  of  their  legality  are  moving  further 
and  further  away  from  the  earlier  held  belief  that  it  was  a  man's  right  to 
use  his  property  as  he  wished,  regardless  of  how  such  use  affected  his  neigh¬ 
bors  and  the  community. 

Because  a  zoning  ordinance  usually  is  not  retroactive,  previously  established 
objectionable  developments  cannot  be  removed  immediately,  but  under  a 
"nonconforming  uses"  clause,  buildings  not  in  accord  with  new  zoning  provi¬ 
sions  can  be  removed  progressively.  Nonconforming  use  is  land  use  existing 
at  the  time  an  ordinance  is  enacted  which  is  not  in  accord  with  its 
provisions.  Early  efforts  to  force  compliance  with  zoning  ordinances  were 
very  unpopular.  As  a  result,  most  ordinances  now  provide  that  any  lawful 
building,  structure,  or  use  pre-existing  the  ordinance  may  be  continued  inde¬ 
finitely  or  for  a  specific  period  of  time  even  though  it  does  not  conform  to 
the  terms  of  the  ordinance. 

One  such  example  of  the  clause's  application  would  be  as  follows: 

A  nonconforming  building  that  is  severely  damaged  may  not  be  rebuilt  and 
has  to  be  torn  down  and  made  to  conform  within  X  number  years  of  the  date  of 
the  ordinance. 

Building  Codes  -  The  purpose  of  a  building  code  is  to  establish  minimum 
requirements  to  safeguard  life,  health,  property,  and  public  welfare  by  regu¬ 
lating  and  controlling  the  design,  construction,  quality  of  materials,  use 
and  occupancy,  and  location  and  maintenance  of  all  buildings  and  structures 
within  an  urban  area.  In  short,  a  building  code  is  a  set  of  rules  to  protect 
people  from  physical  or  financial  injury  resulting  from  negligent  acts  of 
property  owners.  Building  codes  are  not  meant  to  be  recommended  standards  of 
construction  or  to  contain  provisions  meant  to  safeguard  a  person's  invest¬ 
ment  in  a  structure.  They  are  minimum  requirements  concerning  the  safety  of 
a  structure  for  the  preservation  of  life  and  health.  Authority  to  establish 
building  codes,  like  zoning  ordinances,  is  a  prerogative  of  the  State, 
enforceable  under  its  traditional  "police  powers,"  as  delegated  to  various 
local  governments  by  suitable  enabling  legislation.  To  meet  the  test  of 
legality,  building  codes  must:  (1)  relate  directly  to  the  purpose  of  the 
code — i.e.,  provide  minimum  standards  for  preservation  of  life  and  health  and 
the  safety  of  the  structure;  (2)  to  be  reasonable  in  their  requirements; 

(3)  provide  necessary  building  standards  to  indicate  to  the  builder  the 
desired  requirements,  which  the  building  inspector  may  check  in  design  before 
issuing  the  permit. 

Preparation  of  a  building  code  is  a  time-consuming  and  costly  operation,  and 
a  code  has  to  be  revised  periodically  or  it  will  soon  become  obsolete.  To 
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improve  the  standards  and  reduce  the  costs  of  building  codes  to  communities, 
model  or  standard  codes  are  available  which  can  be  adopted  by  local  com¬ 
munities  with  but  minor  changes  necessary  to  meet  local  needs. 

Published  articles  on  regulation  of  flood  plain  development  have  indicated 
that  building  codes  are  a  useful  tool  to  reduce  flood  loss.  The  more  spe¬ 
cific  articles  have  indicated  that  construction  standards  set  forth  in 
building  codes  may:  (1)  specify  minimum  elevation  for  footings  or  the  first 
floor  of  a  structure;  (2)  requirement  reinforcement  to  withstand  water 
pressure  and  high  velocity  flow;  (3)  prohibit  basements;  (4)  require  that 
buildings  be  firmly  anchored  to  prevent  their  floating  off  their  foundations. 

Flood  plain  regulations  in  the  form  of  zoning  ordinances  and  regulations  in 
the  town  of  Penfield  are  designed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  construction  in 
the  flood  plain.  Although  new  development  is  currently  prohibited  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area  by  the  town,  modification  to  existing  structures  are 
unregulated.  During  these  modifications,  the  value  of  the  structure  and  con¬ 
tents  could  increase  enough  to  significantly  increase  flood  damages  if  a 
flood  were  to  occur.  It  is  recommended  that  the  town,  county,  and  State 
reduce  the  amount  of  new  development  and  encroachment  in  the  flood  plain  by 
enforcing  the  present  flood  plain  regulations.  There  has  been  a  lack  of 
positive  aggressive  action  by  the  State  to  enforce  adequate  channel- 
restriction  provisions.  It  is  revealing  that,  while  a  few  States  have 
provisions  in  their  laws  for  purchase  and  removal  of  existing  channel 
encroachments,  this  has  virtually  never  been  done,  even  when  the  channel 
encroachments  were  serious.  The  tendency  to  take  a  passive  role  is  not  a 
cause;  it  is  a  result.  It  is  a  result  of  insufficient  funds  for  carrying  out 
effective  enforcement,  which,  in  turn,  reflects  no  public  sense  of  urgency 
about  curbing  encroachment. 

There  are  at  least  four  prerequisites  to  effective  State  enforcement  of 
channel-encroachment  provisions.  They  are:  (1)  a  clear  State  law; 

(2)  satisfactory  administrative  criteria  by  which  to  define  channel  encroach¬ 
ment  and  delineate  channel-encroachment  lines;  (3)  funds  adequate  to  develop 
and  maintain  an  engineering  organization  of  sufficient  qualified  personnel  to 
carry  out  its  responsibilities;  (4)  systematic  procedures  to  keep  the  public 
aware  of  the  existence  and  provisions  of  the  law. 

When  these  four  conditions  are  fulfilled,  the  administrative  organization  can 
be  more  assured  of  obtaining  public  backing,  without  which  full  compliance 
with  the  law  is  not  possible. 

Detailed  maps  are  required  to  properly  delineate  the  floodway  and  floodway 
fringe  areas  in  the  town  of  Penfield.  The  needs  of  the  community  should  be 
evaluated  to  determine  how  accurate  the  mapping  of  the  flood  plain  should  be. 
A  determination  in  terms  of  the  most  effective  way  of  delineating  the  flood 
plain  from  a  legal  and  social  point  of  view  is  needed  so  that  aonies  which 
are  being  spent  on  flood  plain  zoning  can  be  shifted  to  the  most  effective 
use . 

a s  stated  earlier  in  the  description  of  "Flood  insurance,"  there  is  a  need  to 
counsel  communities  on  benefits  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain 
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regulations.  Education  of  the  public  will  promote  more  participation  in  the 
Flood  Insurance  Program  by  the  private  landowners.  Near  100  percent 
enrollment  in  the  Flood  Insurance  Program  should  be  strived  for  by  the  pri¬ 
vate  property  owners  in  the  flood  plain. 

The  education  program  should  schedule  public  meetings  and  workshops  to 
Increase  the  public's  knowledge  of  flood  plain  management  techniques  and 
regulations.  People  often  build  and  expand  in  the  flood  plain  which  the 
local  governments  allow  because  of  the  lack  of  knowledge  of  the  consequences. 
Some  of  the  false  reasoning  for  occupancy  of  the  flood  plain  has  been: 

a.  The  lack  of  knowledge  of  the  flood  hazards. 

b.  The  preference  for  taking  the  risk  in  return  for  other  short-term 
benefits . 


c.  The  assumption  that  there  is  no  danger  since  there  are  existing 
structures  on  the  flood  plain. 

d.  The  anticipation  of  flood  damage  prevention  works  through  flood 
damage  reduction  programs. 

e.  The  desire  to  be  near  the  water  for  its  aesthetic  value. 

f.  The  lower  cost  of  flood  plain  sites  when  neglecting  the  cost  of 
flood  damage  or  flood  damage  protection  works. 

By  educating  the  public,  there  would  be  a  reduction  of  unplanned  development 
in  the  flood  plain.  The  public  would  be  aware  of  the  adverse  impacts  so  if 
they  decided  to  build,  they  would  implement  flood  protection  techniques  to 
lower  potential  damage.  It  has  been  recommended  that  this  nonstructural 
alternative  implement  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  regulations.  Although 
a  form  of  these  measures  presently  exists  in  the  town  of  Penfleld,  they  can 
be  improved  upon. 

The  preceding  pages  described  numberous  methods  of  improvement  that  could  be 
utilized: 

a.  Converting  the  town  of  Penfield's  participation  in  the  Flood 
Insurance  Program  from  emergency  to  regular. 

b.  Obtaining  more  detailed  maps  to  outline  floodway,  floodway  fringe, 
and  encroachment  lines. 

c.  Obtaining  a  detailed  flood  insurance  rate  study. 

d.  Improving  statutes  to  be  more  definitive  and  enforceable. 

e.  Improving  zoning  ordinances  to  be  more  definitive  and  enforceable. 

f.  Differentiate  floodway  and  floodway  fringe  areas. 
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g.  Implementing  a  "nonconforming  uses"  clause  in  the  zoning  ordinances. 

h.  Improving  building  costs  in  flood  plain  areas. 

i.  Reducing  encroachment  through  revisions  of  flood  plain  regulations. 

j.  Expansion  of  an  education  program  for  the  public  to  promote  flood 
plain  management. 

Alternative  G  is  a  viable  plan  because  it  builds  upon  existing  flood  plain 
management  conditions  in  the  town  of  Penfield.  Implementation  of  any  of  the 
previously  described  aspects  will  be  an  improvement  to  flood  plain 
management.  Alone,  Alternative  G  is  an  improvement,  however,  does  not  meet 
all  of  the  planning  objectives  such  as:  provide  flood  damage  reduction,  pro¬ 
vide  erosion  control,  improve  the  water  quality,  improve  the  environment  or 
improve  recreational  opportunities.  This  alternative  also  lacks  tangible 
values  by  which  to  economically  evaluate  the  improvements.  Intangible 
values,  such  as  health,  security,  and  aesthetics,  currently  are  difficult  to 
evaluate  though  they  are  gaining  in  recognition.  Therefore,  an  economic 
evaluation  was  not  completed  because  of  the  lack  of  specific  cost  and  benefit 
data. 

Alternative  G  by  itself  is  not  recommended  to  be  feasible  Corps  plan, 
therefore,  it  will  not  be  considered  further  in  this  report. 
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SELECTING  THE  NED  AND  EQ  PLANS 
GENERAL 


The  principles,  standards,  criteria,  and  directives  of  plan  formulation  and 
evaluation  requires  that  alternatives  be  measured  to  determine  their  effi¬ 
ciency  in  meeting  the  objectives  of  the  plan  formulation  process.  A  National 
Economic  Development  (NED)  Plan  and  an  Environmental  Quality  (EQ)  Plan  must 
be  identified  in  the  evaluation  process.  The  NED  plan  must,  from  the 
national  point  of  view,  represent  the  best  return  on  the  investment  of  econo¬ 
mic  resources  needed  for  construction.  The  EQ  plan  is  the  alternative  plan 
that  provides  the  greatest  net  positive  benefits  to  the  quality  of  the 
environment.  Once  identified,  the  NED  plan  and  the  EQ  plan  are  compared  in  a 
system  of  accounts  against  each  other,  against  any  other  strongly  favored  or 
economically  feasible  plans,  and  against  the  "No  Action  Plan”  to  select  the 
best  plan  for  recommendation.  If  the  NED  plan  and  the  EQ  plan  are  the  same, 
that  plan  is  compared  against  any  other  strongly  favored  or  economically 
feasible  plans  and  against  the  "No  Action  Plan.” 

Seven  alternatives  were  investigated  in  the  previous  section.  Each  alter¬ 
native  provides  varying  degrees  of  flood  damage  reduction  in  the  Panorama 
Plaza  area  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  Three  alternatives,  A,  B,  and  G,  were  con¬ 
sidered  further  for  reasons  discussed  in  the  previous  section.  Alternative 
A,  the  "No  Action"  plan,  is  always  a  possibility  even  though  it  would  not 
satisfy  any  of  the  planning  objectives.  Alternative  B  is  a  structural  plan 
utilizing  levees  and  floodwalls  to  reduce  flood  damages  in  the  Panorama  Plaza 
area.  Alternative  B  was  investigated  at  varying  levels  of  protection. 
Alternative  G  is  a  nonstructural  plan  that  would  provide  flood  relief  through 
flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  regulation  measures. 

To  continue  the  evaluation  process,  it  is  necessary  to  determine  which  of  the 
three  considered  alternatives  best  meets  the  national  and  planning  objec¬ 
tives  and  satisfies  the  other  evaluation  criteria.  As  part  of  the  process, 
it  is  helpful  to  identify  the  plan  that  best  meets  the  National  Economic 
Development  (NED)  objective  and  the  plan  that  best  meets  the  Environmental 
Quality  (EQ)  objective.  In  order  to  assist  in  determining  these  plans,  a 
summary  display  of  pertinent  values  has  been  made  and  is  displayed  in  Table 
8,  System  of  Accounts.  Table  9,  Summary  of  Benefits  and  Costs,  displays 
values  used  to  evaluate  Alternative  B  at  four  different  levels  of  protection 
and  select  the  NED  plan. 

NATIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  (NED)  PLAN 

While  the  NED  plan  must  satisfy  generally  all  planning  objectives  and  eval¬ 
uation  criteria,  it  must  maximize  net  benefits.  The  four  alternatives  shown 
in  Table  8  are  analyzed  using  the  summary  data  to  determine  their  degree  of 
compliance  with  these  objectives  and  criteria.  Alternative  B,  with  500-year 
protection,  provides  the  greatest  net  benefit,  and  is  therefore  selected  as 
the  NED  plan.  Alternative  B,  with  500-year  protection,  is  represented  on 
Table  8. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  (EQ)  PLAN 


The  EQ  plan,  like  the  NEl)  plan,  should  satisfy  the  range  of  national  and 
planning  objectives  and  also  emphasize  environmental  quality.  This  includes 
the  preservation,  restoration,  and  enhancement  of  any  aesthetic  ecological 
and  cultural  components  of  the  natural  and  human  environment  unique  to  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  area.  The  EQ  Plan  must  provide  net  positive  benefits  to 
the  environment. 

The  three  plans  shown  in  Table  8  were  also  analyzed  to  determine  contribu¬ 
tions  to  environmental  quality,  both  the  primary  positive  and  negative 
components.  The  selection  of  an  EQ  plan  was  made  from  the  three  viable 
alternatives  based  on  satisfying  the  range  of  EQ  objectives  and  improved 
environmental  quality.  All  plans  which  satisfy  the  planning  objectives  have 
inherent  positive  and  negative  effects  on  the  environment.  The  EQ  plan  is 
developed  to  liave  the  minimum  amount  of  negative  and  maximum  amount  of  posi¬ 
tive  effects  while  still  fulfilling  the  basic  objective  of  flood  damage 
reductions. 

Alternative  A,  the  no-action  plan,  and  Alternative  G,  nonstructural  plan,  do 
not  fulfill  any  other  planning  objectives  even  though  they  create  the  least 
disruption  of  the  environment.  Alternatives  A  and  G  also  have  several 
adverse  impacts  to  the  social  well-being  and  regional  development  of  the 
project  area.  Therefore,  Alternatives  A  and  G  cannot  be  considered  as  an  EQ 
plan.  Alternative  B  was  selected  as  the  EQ  plan  because,  compared  to  the 
other  alternatives,  it  provides  the  greatest  net  positive  benefits  to  the 
aquatic  and  terrestrial  habitat  while  providing  an  equal  level  of  flood 
protection. 


Table  9  -  Summary  of  Benefits  and  Costs 

Alternative  B  -  Levee/Floodwall 
(March  1981  Price  Levels) 


50-Year 

100-Year 

500-Year 

SPF 

Total  Federal  Cost 

Total  Non-Federal  Cost 

Total  Project  Cost 

$ 

2,988,000 

1 ,588,000 
4,576,000 

$ 

3,085,000 

1 ,588,000 
4,673,000 

$ 

3,312,000 

1  ,588,000 
4,900,000 

$ 

8,802,000 

2,453,000 

11,255,000 

Average  Annual  Benefits  i.' 
Average  Annual  Costs  1/  U 
Net  Average  Annual  Benefits 
Benefit/Cost  Ratio 

630,810 

427,200 

203,610 

1.48 

678.180 
436,000 

242.180 
1.56 

743,190 

456,700 

286,490 

1.63 

764,040 

1,034,400 

-270,360 

0.74 

J J  Average  annual  costs  are  rounded  to  nearest  hundred  dollars. 

2/  Based  on  7-3/8  percent  interest  and  amortization  rate,  50-year  project 
life  and  maintenance  cost. 
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SELECTED  FLAN 


DESCKIPT ION 

The  Selected  Plan,  Alternative  B  -  500-year  level  of  protection,  is  a  struc¬ 
tural  alternative  that  provides  flood  damage  reduction  with  levee  and  flood- 
wall  improvements.  Earthen  levees  have  proven  to  be  a  feasible  engineering 
structure  where  space  permits.  They  also  allow  for  growth  of  vegetation 
which  helps  to  blend  this  type  of  man-made  structure  into  the  natural 
surroundings.  Where  levees  are  not  feasible,  as  in  the  case  of  limited  space 
in  some  reaches,  a  sheet  piling  and  concrete  floodwall  will  be  necessary. 

Plate  5  details  the  approximate  locations  of  the  levee/f loodwalls  along  Allen 
and  Irondequoit  Creek  in  the  vicinity  of  Panorama  Plaza. 

The  following  plan  description  is  based  on  a  500-year  level  of  protection, 
although  50-year,  100-year,  and  SPF  levels  were  also  investigated.  The 
heights  of  the  levees  and  f Loodwalls  to  protect  against  damaging  stages  were 
determined  by  backwater  computations.  The  heights  were  established  by  the 
difference  between  the  water  surface  elevation  and  the  bank  elevation. 
Freeboards  of  3  feet  for  levees  and  2  feet  for  floodwalls  are  included  in  all 
computations  of  the  structure  heights. 

Where  possible,  levees  were  given  primary  consideration  over  floodwalls 
because  of  their  lower  costs,  reduced  adverse  impact  on  the  aquatic  and 
streamside  riparian  environment  (i.e.,  preservation  of  overhanging  shade 
trees  along  the  creek),  and  lesser  impact  on  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat  and 
riparian  aesthetics  in  this  locale.  The  levees  were  designed  with  a  trape- 
zoidel  cross  section,  having  sideslopes  of  1  vertical  on  2.5  horizontal  and  a 
10-foot  wide  crown.  For  the  500-year  level  of  protection,  the 
levee/f loodwalls  range  from  1.0  feet  to  8.5  feet  in  height. 

Along  the  left  bank,  (  looking  downstream)  in  the  reach  along  Irondequoit 
Creek  between  the  Route  441  Bridge  and  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge,  no  flood 
control  structures  are  proposed  because  the  existing  left  bank  is  of  suf¬ 
ficient  height  to  prevent  overtopping.  Along  the  right  bank,  a  levee  will  be 
constructed  that  will  be  aligned  from  a  point  behind  the  bowling  alley  at 
high  ground  to  the  road  embankment  at  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge.  The  levee 
height  will  range  from  approximately  2  to  7  feet  (including  freeboard)  for 
the  500-year  level  of  protection.  In  this  reach,  the  existing  channel  would 
not  be  disturbed,  thereby  preserving  the  natural  aquatic  habitat. 

In  the  reach  between  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  and  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge, 
a  levee  will  be  constructed  along  the  right  bank.  The  alignment  of  the  levee 
would  begin  at  the  Panorama  Trail  Road  embankment  and  continue  along  the  east 
edge  of  the  Harney  Printing  parking  lot.  The  printing  firm  will  be  acquired 
because  it  would  not  be  incremental iy  justified  to  construct  a  floodwall  to 
protect  one  building.  Also,  it  would  not  be  practical  to  protect  a  building 
that  is  presently  endangered  due  to  its  close  proximity  to  the  erosive  bank. 
Acquisition  of  this  manner  is  an  effective  method  of  reducing  flood  damages. 
Though  the  initial  cost  of  acquisition  is  high,  the  land  can  be  permanently 


reverted  back  to  an  undeveloped  flood  plain  with  low  annual  damages.  Though 
evacuation  of  buildings  from  the  flood  plain  is  ordinarily  a  nonstructural 
measure,  the  acquisition  of  the  Harney  Printing  Building  would  be  a  struc¬ 
tural  measure.  The  cost  of  acquisition  is  not  incrementally  justified  when 
compared  to  the  flood  inundation  benefits  and  recreational  development 
benefits. 

The  levee  will  continue  along  the  rear  property  lines  of  the  commercial  pro¬ 
perties  along  Panorama  Trail.  The  average  height  of  the  levee  in  this  reach 
would  be  8  to  11  feet.  The  levee  alignment  would  follow  along  the  outside 
perimeter  of  the  undeveloped  area  behind  Panorama  Plaza.  The  open  space 
would  be  preserved  to  function  as  both  a  flood  plain  and  a  town  recreational 
park.  Sufficient  room  would  be  provided  to  allow  truck  access  behind  the 
plaza.  The  levee  alignment  would  continue  along  the  edge  of  the  undeveloped 
area  to  connect  to  the  high  embankment  at  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge. 

Along  the  left  bank,  in  the  reach  between  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  and  the 
confluence  of  Allen  Creek,  a  floodwall  would  be  placed  behind  the  immediate 
treeline  (to  preserve  the  treeline).  The  floodwall' s  average  height  will 
vary  from  1.5  feet  upstream  to  7.5  feet  downstream.  The  left  bank  of 
Irondequoit  Creek,  north  of  the  confluence,  would  not  require  any  flood 
control  structures  due  to  its  naturally  high  topography.  The  topography  at 
this  location  increases  in  elevation  away  from  the  bank  and  the  absence  of 
valuable  structures  needing  protection  negates  the  need  for  flood  damage  pro¬ 
tection  structures. 

In  the  reach  from  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge  downstream,  structural  measures 
will  be  required  along  the  right  bank.  A  levee  averaging  3.5  to  6.5  feet 
high  would  begin  at  the  Penfield  Road  embankment  and  continue  across  Old 
Penfield  Road.  The  levee  would  continue  along  the  alignment  of  the  private 
road  to  the  Genesee  Conservation  League,  at  an  average  height  of  5  feet.  A 
two-lane  private  road  would  be  reconstructed  on  the  crest  of  the  levee  to 
maintain  access.  The  levee  alignment  would  turn  just  north  of  the  Brookhill 
Apartments  and  connect  to  existing  high  ground.  Due  to  the  high  velocities 
in  this  reach  of  Irondequoit  Creek,  erosion  protection  would  be  required  for 
the  right  and  then  left  curved  banks  just  downstream  of  the  Old  Penfield  Road 
Bridge. 

No  flood  control  structures  have  been  proposed  in  the  downstream  reach  adja¬ 
cent  to  the  Genesee  Conservation  League.  The  caretakers  house  may  encounter 
some  flood  damage  during  a  500-year  event,  but  it  is  not  economically  justi¬ 
fiable  to  build  a  levee  to  prevent  minor  damage  to  one  house.  The  access 
road  in  this  vicinity  would  also  be  partially  inundated  during  a  500-year 
event.  The  main  clubhouse  would  not  encounter  any  damage  because  the  first 
floor  elevation  (270.22)  is  above  the  500-year  stage  elevation  (270.1). 

A  drainage  overflow  area  would  be  maintained  at  the  quarry  lake  to  preserve 
the  existing  natural  overflow  condition.  During  high  stages  in  Irondequoit 
Creek,  water  naturally  overflows  the  left  embankment  and  enters  and  flows 
through  Quarry  Lake.  A  flood  stage  reducing  impact  would  result  by  main¬ 
taining  the  natural  unaltered  condition  of  the  embankment.  The  embankment 
would  be  maintained  through  flood  plain  regulations  as  defined  in  the 
non-Federal  plan  responsibilities  sections  of  this  report. 
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During  low  flows,  both  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  and  the  Plaza  Extension 
Bridge  are  obstructions  to  the  flow  in  Irondequoit  Creek.  Though  their  remo¬ 
val  would  improve  the  low-flow  characteristics,  it  is  not  recommended  that 
the  bridges  be  removed.  High  velocities  can  cause  serious  erosion  problems 
along  the  creek.  The  bridges  would  act  as  natural  drop  structures  and  would 
aid  in  reducing  the  erosive  velocities.  Riprap  is  proposed  25  feet  upstream 
and  downstream  of  the  Penfield  and  nid  Penfield  Road  Bridges  due  to  the 
slightly  higher  velocities  flowing  through  the  bridge  openings. 

The  bridges  at  Old  Penfield  Road  and  the  Plaza  Extension  Road  would  not  be 
removed,  although  vehicular  access  would  be  discontinued  at  the  Plaza 
Extension  bridge.  The  use  of  levees  in  this  alternative  would  create  a 
ponding  area  on  the  creek  side  of  the  embankment.  During  flood  periods,  the 
flood  plain  would  be  inundated.  This  would  create  a  potential  danger  to 
vehicles  if  they  were  allowed  to  drive  over  the  levees  and  through  the  flood 
plain.  By  eliminating  through-traffic  access,  this  potential  danger  to  the 
public  would  be  reduced.  Pedestrian  access  would  be  maintained  over  each 
bridge.  A  gate  would  be  installed  in  the  floodwall  along  the  left  bank,  at 
the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge.  The  gate  would  allow  pedestrian  access  for 
employees  in  the  Sybron/Nalge  area  to  frequent  the  proposed  park  or  Panorama 
Plaza.  A  vehicular  ramp  would  be  provided  over  the  levee  on  the  plaza  side 
of  the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge  to  allow  United  access  for  maintenance  crews. 
There  would  be  temporary  disruption  of  vehicular  traffic  over  the  Penfield 
Road  Bridge  during  periods  of  high  creek  stages. 

For  the  Allen  Creek  reach,  a  levee  averaging  2  to  10  feet  in  height,  would  be 
placed  along  the  right  bank  (looking  downstream)  between  the  Sybron-Nalge 
parking  lot  and  Allen  Creek.  A  3-foot  drop  structure  (constructed  of  sheet 
piling),  located  850  feet  upstream  of  the  confluence,  would  dissipate  energy 
and  reduce  velocities  slightly.  The  velocities  would  vary  from  8.8  fps  at 
the  drop  structure  to  3.5  fps  near  the  confluence.  The  velocities  would 
still  be  highly  erosive,  and  the  length  of  the  channel,  approximately  900 
feet,  would  require  riprap  along  the  bottom  and  sides.  The  channel  would 
have  a  30-foot  bottom  width  with  1  to  2.5  sideslopes  and  would  cut  a  gradient 
to  match  the  bottom  elevation  at  the  3-foot  drop  structure. 

From  the  confluence,  to  a  point  400  feet  upstream,  the  new  channel  would 
be  aligned  along  the  existing  channel.  The  channel  in  this  reach  would 
meander  and  pools  would  be  established  in  the  location  of  the  present  pools. 
The  riprap  would  be  placed  in  such  a  manner  to  create  a  rough  channel  with 
riffle  amns.  Continuing  another  500  feet  upstream,  the  channel  would  be 
realigned  westerly  to  allow  sufficient  room  to  construct  a  levee  along  the 
east  bank.  The  channel  would  be  constructed  along  a  meandering  alignment  and 
have  pools  with  riffle  areas. 

A  low-flow  channel  would  be  installed  along  the  entire  length  of  the  Allen 
Creek  rechannel ization .  The  riprap  would  aid  in  making  the  low-flow  channel 
more  permanent,  i.e.,  the  channel  would  be  less  likely  to  flatten  out  due  to 
erosion.  There  would  be  no  structures  built  along  the  west  bank,  so  the 
existing  riparian  vegetation  could  remain.  For  the  first  400  feet  upstream 
of  the  confluence,  channelization  would  have  little  impact  upon  the  vegeta¬ 
tion  on  both  banks.  Along  the  next  500  feet  upstream,  if  any  vegetation  is 
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destroyed  by  the  realignment,  It  would  be  reestablished  with  grass  and 
tree/shrub  plantings. 


With  the  construction  of  levees  and  floodwalls,  natural  internal  drainage 
from  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  to  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  will  be 
hindered.  Therefore,  engineering  measures  to  rectify  this  problem  are  being 
considered.  The  amount  of  land  requiring  drainage  would  be  about  130  acres 
for  the  500-year  level  of  protection.  Internal  drainage  would  be  collected 
by  ditches  constructed  along  the  backside  (side  away  from  the  creek)  of  the 
levee  or  floodwall  paralleling  the  creek.  Culverts  would  be  used  at  the 
downstream  collection  points  to  allow  the  internal  waters  to  naturally  flow 
back  into  the  creek. 

As  indicated  on  Plate  6,  Interior  Flood  Control,  four  areas  are  indicated 
which  designate  specific  drainage  subbasins.  Locations  of  the  proposed  drop 
inlets,  culverts,  and  ditches  are  also  indicated  on  the  plate.  Each  culvert 
will  include  a  flapgate  and  an  emergency  sluicegate  to  prevent  a  backup  of 
creek  waters  into  the  interior  basin.  Any  existing  outfalls  or  storm  sewers 
that  are  within  the  inside  bounds  of  the  proposed  levees  or  floodwalls  will 
be  connected  into  the  proposed  internal  flood  control  system. 

The  Panorama  Plaza  has  potential  for  recreational  development.  The  area 
located  behind  Panorama  Plaza  is  currently  undeveloped.  Although  structural 
flood  control  measures  will  consume  some  of  the  vacant  area,  a  considerable 
amount  of  land  would  still  be  available  for  recreational  purposes. 

Development  of  a  park  would  best  utilize  the  land  by  creating  a  low-damage 
flood  plain.  This,  in  effect,  would  be  a  nonstructural  measure  of  flood 
damage  reduction  in  this  area. 

The  town  of  Penfield  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  is  currently  in  the 
planning  stage  to  develop  a  town  park  in  the  open  area  behind  Panorama  Plaza. 
The  preliminary  plans  indicate  two  multipurpose  fields,  a  baseball  diamond 
and  a  playground/picnic  area.  Sketch  6  shows  the  location  of  the 
recreational  facilities  proposed  for  the  area.  Aside  from  the  increased  pic¬ 
nicking  and  recreational  opportunities,  the  influx  of  people  into  the  area 
would  be  an  economic  boost  for  the  plaza  businesses. 

Utilization  of  the  levee  for  recreational  purposes  (hiking/biking,  bleachers) 
was  considered  during  the  plan  formulation  stages  and  in  the  draft  reports. 
However,  because  of  continuing  significant  concerns  pertaining  to  health  and 
safety  problems,  maintenance  problems/ costs ,  and  structural  integrity 
concerns,  the  utilization  will  not  be  incorporated  or  encouraged  in  the  final 
plans. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  SELECTED  PLAN 
GENERAL 

Project  construction  could  have  an  adverse  effect  upon  the  environment.  To 
minimize  these  effects,  the  Contractor  would  be  required  to  minimize  tem¬ 
porary  environmental  impacts  such  as  noise,  dust,  water  turbidity,  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  the  procedures  and  regulations  outlined  in  the  Civil  Works 
Construction  Guide  Specification  for  Environmental  Protection  (CW-01430,  July 
1978).  It  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Contractor  to  prevent  or 
control  air  pollution,  erosion,  spillage  (including  accidental),  disposal, 
burning,  turbidity,  and  maintenance  of  any  pollution  control  facilities 
deemed  necessary  for  the  project  duration. 

To  insure  that  the  proper  protective  measures  are  being  followed  by  the 
Contractor,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  responsible  for  inspection  and  testing 
during  the  duration  of  the  project.  These  protective  measures  and  monitoring 
procedures  will  control  many  of  the  impacts  that  the  project  may  have  on  the 
environment.  However,  some  adverse  effects  cannot  be  prevented,  due  to  the 
disrupting  presence  of  the  construction  equipment,  personnel,  and  the  actual 
construction  activity. 

TOPOGRAPHY 

The  Panorama  Plaza,  adjacent  to  the  right  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek,  is  in  a 
low,  natural  flood  plain.  Prior  to  the  1950's  period,  when  Panorama  Plaza 
was  built,  Irondequoit  Creek  originally  followed  a  more  easterly  alignment. 
The  creek  was  moved  further  west  to  obtain  additional  acreage  to  construct 
the  plaza  and  parking  areas.  The  Allen  Creek  alignment  at  the  confluence  was 
also  changed.  The  confluence  with  Irondequoit  Creek  was  moved  upstream 
several  hundred  feet.  The  alteration  to  the  creek's  alignment  was  confirmed 
by  comparing  historical  aerial  photographs  from  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  to  recent  aerial  photographs  of  the  area.  In  the  early  1970's,  the 
alignment  of  Irondequoit  Creek,  downstream  of  the  Genesee  Conservation 
League,  was  shifted  to  the  east  to  create  a  larger  area  for  quarry  operations 
at  Dolomite  Inc. 

The  project  has  always  been  prone  to  annual  spring  flooding  due  to  the  low, 
flat  topography.  The  area  was  prone  to  flooding  even  before  the  creek  was 
realigned.  The  area  did  not  record  any  significant  damages  prior  to  1950 
because  the  land  was  used  primarily  for  agriculture. 

The  Selected  Plan  proposes  to  use  levees  as  a  structural  measure  to  reduce 
flood  damages.  The  levees  would  change  the  topography  of  the  flood  plain  by 
containing  the  floodwaters.  The  levee  sections  were  designed  with  a  trape¬ 
zoidal  cross  section  having  sideslopes  1  vertical  on  2.5  horizontal  and  a 
10  or  23-foot  wide  crown. 

WATER  QUALITY 

Changes  in  land  use  directly  affect  the  magnitudes  of  surface  runoff  and 
sediment-associated  nutrient  yield.  Long-term  changes  in  the  magnitude  and 
frequency  of  surface  runoff  can  also  alter  the  long-term  rate  movement  of 
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sediments  through  the  watershed.  The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  is  under 
continuous  pressure  of  land  development.  It  undoubtedly  would  accelerate 
erosion  processes  and  increase  sediment-associated  nutrient  loadings  into  the 
creek. 

Project  construction  of  the  Selected  Plan  could  cause  some  short-term  impacts 
upon  water  quality.  Channelization  of  a  portion  of  Allen  Creek  could  reduce 
the  water  quality  by  increasing  the  turbidity  of  the  water  during  excavation. 
Turbidity  decreases  light  penetration  which  could  temporarily  affect  normal 
metabolic  activity  of  submerged  plants  and  other  aquatic  organisms. 
Construction  schedules  for  channelization  could  be  adjusted  to  minimize 
disturbance  to  migratory  and  spawning  activities  of  fish  life. 

Riprap  placed  along  Allen  Creek  could  have  a  long-term  beneficial  impact  to 
water  quality.  During  periods  of  increased  flow  and  velocity,  riprap  would 
help  increase  turbulance  and  water  aeration.  Construction  along  Irondequoit 
Creek  will  have  little  impact  upon  water  quality.  There  will  be  no  major 
channelization  in  Irondequoit  Creek.  Erosion  protection  will  be  placed  along 
the  creek  at  the  points  designated  in  the  Selected  Plan  description.  Minimal 
channelization  will  be  required  to  place  the  riprap. 

With  regard  to  water  quality  problems,  prior  studies  have  shown  that  land 
use- related  nonpoint  sources  of  pollution  are  significant  in  the  basin  and, 
that  a  nonpoint  source  management  plan  developed  by  the  county  may  be 
necessary  to  meet  water  quality  objectives.  The  population  growth  has 
resultant  pollutants  in  the  form  of  sediments,  nutrients,  organic  matter, 
fertilizer,  salt,  oil,  grease,  and  heavy  metals.  A  variety  of  these  pollu¬ 
tants  result  from  runoff  from  roads,  parking  lots,  and  residences. 

However,  water  quality  in  recent  years  has  improved  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed.  The  construction  of  a  more  efficient  sewage  treatment  plants  in 
the  watershed  have  contributed  toward  improved  water  quality  conditions. 

The  Monroe  County  Pure  Water  Agency  is  the  local  sponsor  implementing  the  New 
York  State  208  Program  (Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of 
1972-Public  Law  92-500,  Section  208).  An  advisory  committee  -  the  Water 
Quality  Management  Planning  Committee  -  was  set  up  to  coordinate  State  208 
activities  in  Monroe  County.  An  Irondequoit  Basin  subcommittee  will  investi¬ 
gate  nonpoint  source  pollution,  which  includes  urban  runoff  and  methods  of 
controlling  the  problem.  Some  management  practices  that  are  being  considered 
by  the  committee  are  street  cleaning,  sewer  flushing,  limiting  road  salt  use, 
catch  basin  cleaning,  constructing  detention  ponds,  and  in-stream  dams. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE 

There  is  a  population  of  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  project  area  in  spite  of 
the  concentrated  urban  development.  The  wildlife  consists  of  mammals  and 
birds  that  have  adapted  to  urban  areas  and  human  activities.  A  detailed  list 
of  the  observed  or  collected  wildlife  and  fish  during  the  fall  and  spring 
sampling  is  included  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Appendix  H. 
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There  ts  an  undeveloped  strip  of  land  used  by  terrestrial  wildlife,  along 
each  bank  of  Irondequolt  Creek  and  Allen  Creek  In  the  project  limits.  In  the 
Selected  Plan,  the  levees  are  set  back  from  the  creek  to  preserve  the 
riparian  treeline.  This  will  permanently  isolate  portions  of  the  bank  area 
to  conserve  wildlife  habitat,  particularly  in  the  reach  between  the  Route  441 
Bridge  and  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge.  Considering  the  rapid  urban  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  area  in  recent  years,  the  existing  riparian  habitat  becomes  more 
valuable,  in  that  it  provides  travel  lanes  for  wildlife  in  addition  to  food 
and  cover.  Additionally,  overhanging  riparian  vegetation  helps  shade  aquatic 
areas  in  the  creek  for  fish  and  provides  a  source  of  detritus  in  the  aquatic 
food  chain. 

A  valuable  riffle-pool  area  was  identified  in  the  immediate  downstream  area 
near  the  Route  441  Bridge.  In  the  Selected  Plan,  no  channelization  is 
proposed  for  this  reach;  therefore,  there  should  be  no  major  disruption  to 
this  stream  area.  For  the  remainder  of  Irondequolt  Creek,  minor  chan¬ 
nelization  for  placement  of  riprap  will  occur  at  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge, 

Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge,  and  on  the  side  banks  of  the  meander  downstream. 

The  impacts  would  be  minimal  to  fish  life  as  described  in  the  previous 
section.  Water  Quality. 

Major  channelization  is  proposed  for  Allen  Creek.  The  proposed  design  for 
Allen  Creek  will  have  a  long-term  beneficial  impact.  Bank  riprap  will  be 
placed  along  approximately  900  feet  of  the  channelized  creek.  This  reach 
will  be  channelized  along  a  meandering  alignment*  Man-made  riffle  and  pool 
areas  will  be  included  in  the  design.  Where  there  is  no  existing  woody  vege¬ 
tation  along  the  creek  banks,  trees  and  shrubs  will  be  planted  to  improve 
creekside  shade  cover.  A  low-flow  channel  will  be  installed  to  maintain  a 
sufficient  concentrated  flow  for  fish  migration.  All  of  these  aspects  of  the 
Allen  Creek  design  plan  may  enhance  the  fisheries  habitat  and  help  mitigate 
loss  of  habitat  disrupted  or  destroyed  by  construction. 

TERRESTRIAL  VEGETATION 

As  stated  previously,  in  this  area  of  high  urban  development,  preservation  of 
terrestrial  vegetation  values  for  fish  and  wildlife  becomes  even  more  impor¬ 
tant  from  both  an  ecological  and  an  aesthetic  point  of  view.  In  the  Selected 
Plan,  construction  of  levees/f loodwalls  and  channelization  of  Allen  Creek 
will  alter  or  destroy  some  existing  riparian  vegetation. 

In  the  reach  of  Irondequoit  Creek,  between  the  Route  441  Bridge  and  the 
Panorama  Trail  Bridge,  the  levee  proposed  along  the  right  bank  (looking 
downstream)  would  be  set  back  behind  the  treeline.  Only  a  few  trees  would  be 
destroyed  and  some  existing  forb/grasslands  would  be  eliminated  by  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  levee.  The  levee  would  be  revegetated  with  a  grass  or 
grass/legume  mixture.  Additionally,  the  creekside  could  be  left  unmaintained 
to  allow  for  succession  of  native  plant  species  to  eventually  reinvade 
planted  disturbed  terrestrial  areas. 

In  the  reach  between  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  and  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge, 
the  levee  proposed  along  the  right  bank  would  be  aligned  along  the  outside 
perimeter  of  the  open  space.  No  woodlands  would  be  impacted.  Construction 
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of  the  levee  would  destroy  forb/grasslands  along  its  alignment.  The  levee 
would  be  replanted  to  herbaceous  plant  species.  The  proposed  town  park  would 
have  a  larger  impact  upon  the  forb/grasslands  by  converting  it  into  a 
recreational  area.  Construction  of  the  floodwall  along  the  left  bank  would 
destroy  numerous  trees.  However,  the  immediate  treeline,  approximately  20 
feet  wide  along  the  bank,  would  be  conserved.  The  floodwall  would  isolate 
this  area  to  create  a  relatively  undisturbed  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat. 

Channelization  and  construction  of  the  levee  in  the  Allen  Creek  reach  would 
cause  considerable  loss  to  riparian  woodlands.  Channelization  and  riprap 
placement  in  the  lower  half  of  the  reach  would  have  minimal  impact  on  the 
stream's  natural  meander  because  the  proposed  alignment  would  follow  the 
existing  channel.  In  the  upper  half  of  the  project  reach,  the  channel  would 
be  realigned  to  cut  into  the  left  bank  where  some  trees  will  be  destroyed. 

The  placement  of  the  levee  along  the  right  bank  will  eliminate  a  majority  of 
the  tree  and  low  vegetation  cover.  New  plantings  of  trees  and  shrubs  would 
be  placed  in  areas  where  vegetation  could  not  be  conserved  by  construction. 

In  the  reach  along  Irondequoit  Creek,  downstream  of  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge, 
a  levee  would  be  constructed  behind  the  treeline  along  the  right  bank.  Very 
little  riparian  vegetation  would  be  affected  in  this  reach. 

WETLANDS 

There  are  no  existing  wetlands  in  the  project  area.  Therefore,  construction 
of  the  Selected  Plan  will  have  no  direct  impact  upon  wetlands.  In  the  lower 
reaches  of  Irondequoit  Creek,  the  waters  flow  through  significant  wetlands 
before  entering  Irondequoit  Bay.  These  wetlands  could  be  indirectly  affected 
by  the  increased  suspended  sediment  transport  as  a  result  of  channelization 
activity  along  Allen  Creek.  Additional  information  is  presented  in 
Paragraphs  4.05  and  4.06  of  the  EIS. 

RECREATION 

The  town  of  Penfield  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  is  currently  in  the 
planning  stage  to  develop  a  town  park  in  the  undeveloped  open  space  behind 
Panorama  Plaza.  The  levees  proposed  in  the  Selected  Plan  will  require  some 
land  along  the  outside  perimeter  of  the  open  space.  However,  sufficient 
lands  will  be  available  for  recreational  development.  The  park  land  will  be 
inside  the  levees  and  will  be  more  prone  to  spring  inundation.  Any  residual 
ponding  would  be  temporary  due  to  the  absorbancy  of  the  sandy  soils.  Damage 
caused  by  spring  flooding  would  be  minimal  and  be  reduced  to  cleanup/ grooming 
maintenance. 

The  levees  could  add  a  beneficial  impact  to  the  recreational  park.  The  levee 
would  isolate  the  park  to  promote  a  safer  environment  from  the  plaza  traffic. 
Appropriate  maintenance/pedestrian  access  facilities  (gate,  ramps),  however, 
will  be  provided  to  the  vicinity.  Utilization  of  the  levee  for  recreational 
purposes  (hiking/ biking  trail,  bleachers)  was  considered  during  plan  for¬ 
mulation  and  in  the  draft  reports.  However,  because  of  continuing  signifi¬ 
cant  concerns  pertaining  to  health  and  safety  problems,  maintenance 
problems/costs ,  and  structural  integrity  concerns,  this  utilization  will  not 
be  incorporated  or  encouraged  in  the  final  plans. 
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Aside  from  the  increased  picnicking  and  recreation  opportunities,  the  influx 
of  people  using  the  park  would  be  an  economic  benefit  for  the  plaza  business. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

In  order  to  assess  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  significant 
resources,  the  18  March  1980  edition  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  and  all  subsequent  revisions  were  consulted.  No  places  exist  in  the 
project  area.  In  order  to  determine  if  previously  undiscovered,  potentially 
significant  cultural  resources  were  located  within  the  project  area,  a  recon¬ 
naissance  level  survey  was  performed.  The  results  of  that  survey  were  negative. 

AIR  QUALITY 

The  quality  of  the  air  would  be  unavoidably  affected  by  the  dust,  noise,  and 
emissions  resulting  from  the  operation  of  construction  equipment.  However, 
the  construction  Contractor  would  be  required  to  reduce  these  emissions  and 
effects  to  a  minimum.  The  air  quality  monitored  in  Monroe  County  is  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  "generally  clean"  by  environmental  health  officials.  The 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  established  national  standards  and  regu¬ 
lations  to  control  air  emissions. 

DISPLACEMENT  OR  ACQUISITION 

The  State  will  be  required  to  acquire  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for 
construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project.  The  acquirement  of 
lands  for  temporary  and  permanent  easements  would  not  displace  any  businesses 
or  residences  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  Only  one  business,  Harney 
Printing,  located  on  Panorama  Trail  on  the  northeast  side  of  the  bridge, 
would  be  displaced.  The  building  had  been  built  adjacent  to  the  creek  and 
only  5  feet  from  the  top  of  bank.  The  instability  of  the  sandy  soils  and  the 
continuous  erosion  process  poses  a  threat  to  the  building's  foundation.  To 
design  and  construct  a  floodwall  and  erosion  protection  to  protect  one 
building  would  be  very  expensive.  Such  a  cost  would  not  be  incrementally 
justified. 

Two  buildings  would  be  moved  in  Camp  Haccamo,  a  day  camp  for  handicapped 
children,  located  behind  the  Sybron-Nalge  property.  Moving  the  buildings 
would  allow  sufficient  room  to  construct  the  levee  and  to  tie  it  into 
existing  high  ground  behind  the  camp.  The  buildings  currently  serve  as 
bunkhouses.  They  could  be  moved  to  another  location  on  the  camp  property. 

For  cost  estimating  purposes,  the  buildings  were  assumed  to  be  acquired. 

Permanent  acquisition  will  be  required  for  channelization,  levee 
construction,  ponding  areas  and  flowage  easements.  All  construction  is  to  be 
done  within  the  permanent  acquired  lands  and  no  temporary  easements  will  be 
required.  The  total  land  area  to  be  acquired  is  approximately  22  acres. 

This  land  is  primarily  undeveloped  except  for  the  structures  mentioned  above. 

As  indicated  in  the  Selected  Plan  description,  the  bridges  at  Old  Penfield 
Road  and  the  Plaza  Extension  Road  would  remain  in  place,  although  vehicular 
access  would  be  discontinued.  A  potential  danger  to  the  public  would  be 


reduced  by  eliminating  vehicular  traffic  access  in  the  flood  plain  Inward  of 
the  levees.  A  gate  would  be  installed  in  the  floodwall  along  the  left  bank 
at  the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge.  The  gate  would  allow  pedestrian  access  to  the 
proposed  park  or  Panorama  Plaza  from  the  Sybron-Nalge  area.  Maintenance 
access  to  the  park  would  be  provided  over  the  levee  by  construction  of  a 
vehicular  ramp  on  the  plaza  side  of  the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge. 

EMPLOYMENT  AND  BUSINESS 

With  the  flood  protection  provided  by  the  Selected  Plan  improvements,  there 
may  be  enhanced  business  activity  in  the  area  as  a  result  of  the 
improvements.  There  would  be  considerably  less  business  days  lost  due  to 
flooding  because  of  protection  offered  by  the  structural  alternatives.  There 
would  be  no  new  development  because  the  area  is  currently  well  developed. 

The  existing  businesses  may  remodel  or  expand  their  buildings  to  remain 
within  the  flood  plain  regulation  for  new  development. 

FLOOD  PROTECTION 

An  0.2  percent  chance,  or  500-year  level  of  protection  is  recommended  for  the 
project  area.  This  decision  was  reached  based  on  an  evaluation  following  ER 
1105-2-111  Flood  Damage  Prevention:  Level  of  Protection  for  Urban  Areas. 
Elements  evaluated  included  possible  loss  of  life,  flood  impacts,  desires  of 
flood  interests,  economic,  environmental,  social  considerations  and  other 
factors  such  as  design  considerations.  The  rationale  for  selecting  a 
500-year  level  of  protection  over  lesser  degrees  of  protection  was  previously 
discussed  in  the  Section  on  Selecting  the  NED  and  EQ  Plans.  The  rationale 
for  not  selecting  a  higher  degree  of  protection,  specifically  the  SPF, 
follows. 

Providing  an  SPF  level  of  protection  would  not  be  economically  justified  as 
detailed  in  Appendix  B.  The  approximate  $21,000  of  annual  residual  damages 
would  not  support  the  additional  $6  million  cost  to  build  an  SPF  project  in 
lieu  of  the  500-year  level  of  protection. 

Flood  damages  for  an  occurrence  of  the  SPF  are  estimated  at  $250,000  for 
Reach  1,  $18,000,000  for  Reach  2  and  $3,700,000  for  Reach  3  for  a  total  of 
$21,950,000.  These  damages  would  occur  with  or  without  the  recommended  proj¬ 
ect  at  a  500-year  level  of  protection. 

These  damages  are  not  considered  extensive  enough  to  permanently  cripple 
activities  in  the  area  and  are  therefore  not  catastrophic. 

The  potential  for  loss  of  life  is  considered  noncatastrophic  as  a  flood 
warning  system  is  included  in  the  Selected  Plan  to  provide  a  mechanism  for 
alerting  residents  and  businesses  of  an  impending  flood  which  might  overtop 
the  recommended  levees.  The  rate  of  flood  stage  increase  for  the  SPF  is 
estimated  at  approximately  1.0  feet/hour.  The  amount  of  time  before  the 
levees  would  be  overtopped  is  estimated  at  approximately  6  hours.  This  would 
provide  sufficient  time  to  implement  emergency  evacuation. 
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The  flood  warning  system  will  consist  of  stream  and  precipitation  gages 
located  upstream  that  will  be  connected  to  an  alarm  at  a  police  station  near 
the  project  area.  Other  features  of  the  system  could  also  include  an  air 
alarm  in  the  project  area  to  be  activated  by  the  police,  signs  at  strategic 
locations  in  the  project  area  showing  evacuation  routes,  and  a  public  infor¬ 
mation  program  to  explain  the  system  and  evacuation  procedures.  The  flood 
warning  system  and  evacuation  plan  will  be  developed  in  more  detail  during 
Advanced  Engineering  and  Design  phases  of  the  study.  A  requirement  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  warning  system  including  an  evacuation  plan  will  be 
included  as  an  item  of  local  cooperation. 

DESIGN  CONSIDERATIONS 

GENERAL 

Design  of  the  Selected  Plan  is  based  on  hydrologic  and  hydraulic  data  pre¬ 
sented  in  Appendix  G  and  geotechnical  data  presented  in  Appendix  E  of  this 
report.  In  addition,  Appendix  A  and  B  provides  data  on  benefits  and  costs 
that  influence  the  size  of  the  project  plan  and  feasibility  of  the  Selected 
Plan  via  a  procedure  of  optimizing.  In  selection  of  the  optimum  economic 
level  of  flood  protection  for  the  study  area,  annual  costs,  and  benefits  were 
developed  for  50-year,  100-year,  500-year,  and  SPF  levels  of  protection. 

GEOLOGY 

Physiography 

Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  major  tributary,  Allen  Creek,  flows  through  the 
Ontario  Lake  Plain  and  Erie-Ontario  lowland.  The  surficial  deposits  which 
are  of  fluvial,  glacial,  and  lacustrine  origin  are  composed  of  sand,  clay, 
silt,  and  boulders.  The  hummocky  topography  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  area  is 
characteristic  of  Pleistocene  glaciation  deposition.  The  wide  river  valley 
with  steep  bluffs  is  a  result  of  Irondequoit  Creek  flowing  through  an 
ancient  buried  valley. 

Bedrock  Geology 

The  area  bedrock  consists  of  shales,  limestones,  dolostones,  and  sandstones 
of  Ordovician,  Silurian,  and  Devonian  age. 

Fluvial  Processes 

Irondequoit  Creek  is  a  meandering  stream  which  transports  sediment  that 
ranges  from  sand  to  gravel  size.  Areas  of  active  erosion  have  been  iden¬ 
tified  in  kame  terraces,  outwash  deposits,  as  well  as  along  the  valley  walls 
of  the  gorge.  Deposition  occurs  as  bars  which  are  located  throughout  the 
stream. 

Geotechnical  Design 

Geotechnical  data  was  obtained  from  other  agencies,  borings,  field  tests,  and 
laboratory  tests  to  determine  the  erodibility  of  the  stream  banks. 
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Floodwall,  levees,  and  riprap  were  the  possible  considerations  addressed. 
Because  of  the  channel  velocities  and  soil  characteristics,  the  slope  stabil¬ 
ities  and  erodibilit les  must  be  considered  for  this  project.  For  the  chan¬ 
nelization  scheme,  slopes  of  2.5H  on  IV  will  receive  6  inches  of  graded 
bedding  and  18  inches  of  graded  riprap.  The  levees  are  designed  to  use  a 
semipervious  core  having  2.5H  and  IV  slope  with  selected  reaches  of  bedding 
and  riprap.  For  areas  of  limited  construction  space,  floodwalls  will  be 
constructed.  Details  of  design  for  these  improvements  are  given  in  Appendix  E. 

STRUCTURAL  DESIGN 

The  structural  design  details  of  the  Selected  Plan  are  presented  in  Appendix 
D,  Design;  and  Appendix  E,  Geotechnical.  The  Selected  Plan,  Alternative  B, 
utilizes  levees,  floodwalls,  and  some  channelization  on  Allen  Creek  to  pro¬ 
vide  flood  damage  reduction  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area. 

Backwater  computations,  using  the  difference  between  stage  elevation  and  bank 
elevation,  were  used  to  establish  the  heights  of  the  levees  and  floodwalls. 
Freeboards  of  three  feet  for  levees  and  two  feet  for  floodwalls  were  included 
in  all  computations.  Levees  are  proposed  wherever  an  acceptable  vacant  strip 
of  land  could  accommodate  its  base  width,  and  floodwalls  are  proposed  where 
physical  limitations  existed.  The  levee  sections  are  designed  with  a  trape¬ 
zoidal  cross-section  having  side  slopes  of  one  vertical  on  2.5  horizontal 
with  a  10  or  23-foot  wide  crown.  The  height  of  the  levees  vary  with  the 
topography  and  flood  stage  levels.  The  slope  of  the  levee  would  have  vegeta¬ 
tion  plantings  that  would  not  only  be  aesthetically  suitable  but  also  have 
characteristics  that  would  retard  erosion. 

The  alignment  of  the  levees  and  floodwalls  will  impact  upon  the  utilities  in 
the  study  area.  Sanitary  sewer  manholes  will  be  raised  along  the  alignment 
and  manholes  located  near  the  levee  alignment  in  the  flood  plain  will  be 
f loodproofed.  Several  power  poles  will  be  relocated.  The  Monroe  County  Pure 
Waters  chemical  feed  station,  located  behind  Panorama  Plaza,  would  be 
f loodproofed. 

Channelization  is  proposed  for  the  lower  reach  of  Allen  Creek.  Channel  work 
would  consist  of  removing  the  soft  material  in  the  creek  channel  and  banks  to 
form  a  trapezoidal  cross  section  shape  having  side  slopes,  one  vertical  on 
2.5  horizontal.  The  improved  channel  dimensions  consisted  of  increasing  the 
width,  depth,  and  cross-sectional  area  of  the  average  channel.  Topographical 
limitations  restricted  the  use  of  channelization  only,  to  increase  channel 
capacity.  In  the  areas  where  the  improved  channel  was  not  sufficient,  the 
banks  were  supplemented  by  a  levee  to  give  the  additional  height  required  to 
prevent  overtopping  the  bank.  Channelization  of  Allen  Creek  would  include  a 
low-flow  channel  to  maintain  an  adequate  fisheries  environment. 

Due  to  the  high  erosive  velocities  that  are  present  in  Allen  Creek  and  due  to 
the  silty-sandy  composition  of  the  soils  in  the  area,  the  lower  reach  of 
Allen  Creek  would  be  riprapped.  The  riprap  would  provide  erosion  protection 
for  the  channel  sldeslopes  and  would  maintain  the  low-flow  channel. 

Two  bridges,  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  and  the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge, 
restrict  the  flow  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  However,  during  high  flows,  the 
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bridges  serve  as  effective  dropstructures ,  therefore;  they  will  remain  in 
place.  Vehicular  access  will  be  eliminated  for  the  Plaza  Extension  bridges 
due  to  the  potential  danger  during  floods.  Sufficient  vehicular  access  can 
be  maintained  by  other  major  roads  that  transverse  the  plaza  area. 

Pedestrian  access  will  be  maintained  at  the  two  bridges  to  allow  the  public 
access  to  the  plaza  or  the  proposed  town  park.  Temporary  disruption  of  vehi¬ 
cular  traffic  over  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge  would  occur  during  high  stages. 

A  two-lane  road  would  be  constructed  along  the  23-foot  wide  crest  of  the 
levee  to  maintain  access  for  the  Genesee  Conservation  League.  Alternate 
access  will  be  provided  during  construction. 

REAL  ESTATE 

Lands  and  rights-of-way  required  for  the  selected  project  plan  would  be  fur¬ 
nished  by  non-Federal  interests  and  would  Include  project  lands  for  the 
structures,  construction  easements,  and  easements  necessary  for  maintenance 
of  the  project.  A  preliminary  estimate  was  calculated  of  lands  that  would  be 
acquired  before  a  construction  contract  is  awarded.  The  land  that  would  be 
occupied  by  the  levees,  floodwalls,  and  erosion  protection  would  be  per¬ 
manently  used  for  project  purposes  and  permanent  acquisition  would  be 
required.  Usually,  temporary  easements  are  used  for  construction  use  and 
access.  For  this  project,  no  temporary  easements  would  be  necessary.  All 
construction  access  is  readily  available  along  the  acquired  lands  or  from  the 
many  public  roads  that  transverse  the  area.  Maintenance  easements  would  also 
be  a  part  of  the  acquired  lands  to  provide  maintenance  access  throughout  the 
life  of  the  project.  Approximately  22  acres  of  land  would  be  acquired  for 
the  Selected  Plan  Full  value  is  taken  for  acquisition  of  all  lands. 

For  alignment  of  the  flood  control  structures,  it  would  be  necessary  to 
acquire  three  buildings  in  the  project  area.  The  buildings  are  the  Harney 
Printing  building  and  two  bunkhouses  at  Camp  Haccamo.  It  is  possible  that 
the  two  bunkhouses  could  be  moved,  but  for  the  estimate  for  this  report,  they 
were  assumed  to  be  acquired. 

The  total  cost  for  the  lands,  easements,  and  acquisitions  is  $1,544,760  for 
the  Selected  Plan.  Cost  estimates  for  each  level  of  protection  for 
Alternative  B  are  presented  in  Appendix  A. 

All  land  acquisition,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  areas  needed  for 
construction,  including  necessary  borrow  and  spoil  areas;  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  project  would  comply  with  applicable  provisions  of  the 
"Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act  of 
1970,"  Public  Law  91-646,  approved  2  January  1971.  Furthermore,  non-Federal 
Interests  would  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  work,  except  for  damages  due  to  the  fault 
or  negligence  of  the  Government  or  its  Contractor. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Construction  of  the  selected  project  would  be  completed  in  one  construction 
season.  Quantities  of  construction  materials  are  readily  available  from 
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suppliers  in  the  Rochester  Metropolitan  Area.  Access  to  the  site  for 
construction  purposes  is  also  readily  available  from  the  numerous  roads  that 
traverse  and  parallel  the  Panorama  Plaza  study  area. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

The  normal  maintenance  of  local  flood  control  projects  is  a  non-Federal 
responsibility  and  periodic  field  inspections  would  be  made  by  both 
non-Federal  representatives  and  Corps  of  Engineer  personnel.  The  non-Federal 
local  cooperator  for  this  project  would  be  the  New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation  (DEC).  The  responsibility  for  maintenance  would 
rest  with  DEC  unless  a  county  or  town  agency  is  designated  when  local 
assurances  are  obtained.  The  various  items  of  maintenance  would  include: 
care  of  vegetative  plantings  such  as  mowing  and  trimming;  replacement  of  ero¬ 
sion  protection  materials  or  adjustments;  maintenance  of  the  flood  warning 
system;  clearing  drainage  ditches  and  ponding  areas;  internal  drainage 
inspection  to  insure  they  are  free  and  clear  and  operable;  and  inspection  of 
the  earth  levees,  concrete  walls,  and  creek  channel  to  determine  if  there  are 
any  repairs  necessary  or  obstructions  in  the  channel.  The  Panorama  Plaza 
Extension  Road  Bridge  would  not  require  replacement  as  it  does  not  serve  as  a 
significant  factor  in  the  operation  of  this  project.  If  it  were  removed,  the 
non-Federal  interests  may  consider  reconstructing  a  footbridge  to  maintain 
access.  Vehicular  traffic  access  would  be  maintained  at  the  old  Penfield 
Road  bridge.  The  open  space  area  would  require  mowing  and  trimming  to  main¬ 
tain  existing  preproject  condition  or  better.  No  recreational  structures 
(bike  paths,  bleachers)  are  encouraged  to  be  constructed  on  the  levees  which 
may  threaten  the  levees  effective  operation.  Maintenance  concerns,  as  stated 
in  NYSDEC  letter  dated  27  May  1981  in  Appendix  G,  will  be  addressed  further 
in  the  detailed  design  stage.  It  would  be  most  important  that  the  project  be 
inspected  periodically  and  maintained  to  insure  that  the  project  is  func¬ 
tioning  as  intended  to  reduce  overbank  flooding. 
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ECONOMICS  OF  THE  SELECTED  ALTERNATIVE 


CENERAL 


The  economics  of  the  selected  plan  are  presented  in  detail  in  Appendix  B  to 
this  report  and  include  details  of  the  methodology,  costs,  benefits,  damages, 
justification,  and  optimization.  Pertinent  details  of  these  items  are 
discussed  below.  The  affected  area  was  Limited  to  only  the  immediate  project 
area,  located  in  the  vicinity  of  Panorama  Plaza  along  Irondequoit  Creek  at 
the  conjunction  of  Allen  Creek. 

METHODOLOGY 


Evaluations  were  made  of  residential,  commercial,  and  public  structures  in 
the  flood  plain  to  determine  damages  that  could  be  expected  at  various  flood 
levels,  based  on  stage  versus  damage  relationships.  The  evaluations  were 
established  from  field  inspection  and  interviews  with  store  and  business 
owners.  Benefit  categories  include  flood  damage  reduction  and  possible 
intensification  of  commercial  activities. 

FLOOD  DAMAGES 


Average  annual  damages  were  developed  based  on  stage-frequency  relationships 
and  stage-damage  information.  Water  surface  profiles  for  50-year,  100-year, 
500-year,  and  SPF  flood  conditions  were  developed  and  used  as  a  base  for 
determining  flood  damage  along  Irondequoit  Creek.  Through  interviews  with 
flood  plain  occupants,  damage  estimates  were  obtained.  The  estimated  damages 
that  would  be  caused  by  flooding  were  plotted  against  the  corresponding  sta¬ 
ges  at  each  index  point. 

BENEFITS 


Benefits  are  the  difference  between  average  annual  damages  with  or  without 
the  project.  In  addition,  residential  affluence  benefits  were  computed.  The 
affluence  benefit  is  a  measure  of  the  increased  average  annual  residential 
inundation  damages  resulting  from  the  effect  of  rising  per  capita  income  on 
the  value  of  the  real  property  and  contents  in  constant  dollars.  Table  10 
summarizes  the  benefits  for  the  levee/f loodwall  alternative. 

COSTS 


The  costs  and  annual  charges  for  the  considered  alternatives  are  presented  on 
Tables  11  and  12.  The  costs  detailed  in  Appendix  A  are  based  on  March  1981 
development  and  price  levels.  All  estimates  for  average  annual  cost  are 
based  on  an  interest  and  amortization  rate  of  7-3/8  percent  over  a  50-year 
project  life.  Total  Federal  costs  for  Alternative  B  include  costs  for 
channels,  levee/f loodwalls ,  utility  relocations,  bank  protection,  and 
interior  drainage.  The  total  non-Federal  costs  are  comprised  of  costs  for 
utilities  relocation,  and  temporary  and  permanent  land  acquisition.  The 
total  first  cost  is  the  investment  cost  since  the  project  would  be 
constructed  in  one  construction  season  and  no  interest  during  construction  is 
included. 
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Table  10  -  Summary  of  Average  Annual  Benefits  -  Selected  Plan 
Alternative  B  -  Levee/Floodwall 


Item 

Level  of  Protection 
500-Year 

Existing  Conditions 

$ 

Flood  Inundation  Reduction  U 

739,800 

Future  Conditions 

Affluence 

3,390 

Total 

743,190 

1 /  Includes  public  and  other. 


Table  11  -  Summary  of  Annual  Costs 


Item 

Alternative  B  -  Levee/Floodwall 
500-Year 

FEDERAL 

$ 

First  Cost 

3,312,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

Investment  Cost 

3,312,000 

Annual  Charges!/ 

Interest!' 

244,300 

Amortization!./ 

7,200 

Maintenance!/ 

10,200 

Subtotal 

261,700 

NQN-FEDERAL 

First  Cost 

1,588,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

Investment  Cost 

1,588,000 

Annual  Charges!/ 

Interest!/ 

117,100 

Amortization!/ 

3,400 

Maintenance!/ 

74,500 

Subtotal 

195,000 

TOTAL  ANNLau  COST 

456,700 

!'  Annual  charges  rounded  to  nearest  hundred. 

U  7-3/8  percent. 

2/  7-3/8  percent  50-year  life. 

!/  $300  inspection,  $9,900  gage  operation. 

U  Includes  $1,000  for  the  flood  warning  system  maintenance. 

The  maintenance  cost  is  based  on  standard  estimating  procedures  using  1.5 
percent  of  the  total  first  costs.  The  actual  annual  maintenance  cost  based 
on  similar  projects  may  be  considerably  less. 
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Table  12  -  Summary  of  Benefits  and  Costs 
(March  1981  Price  Level) 


Alternative  B 
Levee/Floodwall 

500-Year 

Total  Federal  Cost!! 

$ 

3,312,000 

Total  Non-Federal  Costi! 

1 ,588,000 

Total  Project  Cost!./ 

4,900,000 

Average  Annual  Benefit  si./ 

743,190 

Average  Annual  Cost 1/1/ 

456,700 

Net  Average  Annual  Benefits!! 

286,490 

Benefit/Cost  Ratio 

1.63 

1 J  Rounded  to  nearest  thousand  dollars. 
l_l  Rounded  to  nearest  hundred  dollars. 

V  Based  on  7-3/8  percent  interest  and  amortization  rate,  50-year  life,  main¬ 


tenance  cost. 
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The  summarized  benefits  and  costs  of  the  considered  alternatives  are  pre¬ 
sented  in  table  12.  The  ratio  of  the  average  annual  benefits  and  average 
annual  cost,  known  as  the  B/C  ratio,  is  an  indicator  of  economic  efficiency 
and  project  justification.  Alternative  B  provides  the  highest  net  benefits 
overall,  with  the  500-year  protection  plan  being  the  highest  net-benefit 
plan.  Alternative  B  is  the  National  Economic  Development  (NED)  plan,  it  also 
meets  allof  the  planning  objectives  to  become  the  Selected  Plan. 


DIVISION  OF  PLAN  RESPONSIBILITIES 


FEDERAL 


The  Federal  Government  would  design  and  construct  the  various  features  of  the 
project  plan  selected  in  this  Final  Feasibility  Report.  The  Federal 
costs  include  cost  for  levees  and  floodwalls,  channelization,  erosion 
protection,  interior  drainage  system,  and  mitigation  measures  necessary  to 
minimize  or  prevent  adverse  environmental  impacts.  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
would  also  periodically  field  inspect  the  project  to  determine  if  the  project 
works  are  being  properly  maintained  by  non-Federal  interests  sufficient  for 
its  intended  functioning.  The  total  Federal  first  cost  for  500-year  protec¬ 
tion  in  Alternative  B  is  $3,312,000.  The  annual  Federal  inspection  cost  is 
estimated  to  be  $300.  The  amount  $9,900  is  included  in  the  Federal  annual 
maintenance  cost  for  continued  operation  of  the  gages  for  the  life  of  the 
project.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  cooperate  with  the  United  States 
Geological  Survey  to  maintain  and  operate  existing  stream  gages  on 
Irondequoit  Creek  at  Linden  Avenue  (Gage  Number  04232047)  and  Allen  Creek 
near  Rochester  (Gage  Number  04232050)  to  continue  records  of  hydrologic 
events  for  monitoring  project  operation.  The  continued  operation  of  the 
gages  is  necessary  to  collect  uninterupted  data  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness 
of  the  Federal  project.  The  gages  will  also  assure  more  accurate  data  for 
future  hydrologic  studies.  The  costs  were  estimated  using  March  1981  price 
levels.  The  total  Federal  first  cost  for  the  selected  level  of  protection  in 
Alternative  B  is  presented  in  Table  12. 

NON-FEDERAL 


The  New  York  State,  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  is  the 
non-Federal  (local)  sponsor,  and  will  be  required  to  enter  into  a  local 
cooperation  agreement  normally  required  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  local 
flood  protection  projects,  prior  to  start  of  construction  and  in  accordance 
with  Section  221  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1970  and  Section  80  of  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1974.  Some  of  the  items  in  the  agreement 
reflect  current  Corps  policy  regarding  claims  for  damages  and  reflect  items 
that  are  current  policy  of  other  Federal  agencies  regarding  use  of  the  flood 
plain.  Therefore,  the  i.teicc  of  local  cooperation  reflect  the  spirit  of  these 
policies  and  local  interests  must  furnish  assurances  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  they  will: 

a.  °rovide  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
project  works,  including  necessary  borrow  and  spoil  areas; 

b.  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  works  except  for  damages  due  to  the  fault 
or  negligence  of  the  Government  or  its  Contractors; 

c.  Take  over,  maintain,  and  operate  the  project  after  completion,  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army; 
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d.  Accomplish,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  necessary  changes 
in  appurtenant  utilities,  sewers,  and  special  facilities; 

e.  Enact  and  enforce  flood  plain  management  regulations,  meeting  the 
standards  established  by  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  for  the 
National  Flood  Insurance  Program  under  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Act  of 
1968  and  the  Flood  Disaster  Act  of  1973. 

f.  Comply  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  uniform  Relocation 
Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970,  Public  Law 
91-646,  approved  2  January  1971,  in  acquiring  lands,  easements  and  rights-of- 
way  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project,  and  inform 
affected  persons  of  pertinent  benefits,  policies,  and  procedures  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  said  Act. 

g.  Prevent  any  encroachment  of  flood  channels  and  ponding  areas,  if 
required,  which  would  decrease  their  effectiveness,  and  if  ponding  areas  and 
capacities  are  impaired,  promptly  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or 
equivalent  pumping  capacity  without  cost  to  the  United  States. 

h.  Operate  and  maintain  a  flood  warning  system  including  an  evacuation 
plan  for  project  area  residents,  to  be  utilized  during  potential  floods  that 
may  exceed  the  project's  design  level  of  protection. 

The  total  estimated  non-Federal  first  cost  for  500-year  protection  in 
Alternative  B  is  $1,588,000,  As  mentioned  previously,  non-Federal  interests 
must  maintain  the  project  periodically  to  insure  its  intended  functioning. 
Vegetative  plantings  must  be  cared  for,  the  culverts  must  be  inspected, 
cleared  and  checked  for  proper  operation,  the  channel  in  the  project  area 
cleared  of  any  debris,  flood  warning  system  maintenance,  erosion  protection 
repair,  drainage  ditches  cleared,  and  the  levee  and  walls  repaired  when 
necessary  to  prevent  failure  or  further  deterioration.  The  annual 
non-Federal  maintenance  cost  is  estimated  to  be  $74,500  for  the  Selected 
Plan. 

Flood  plain  regulations  as  stated  in  item  e,  above,  should  be  enacted  and 
enforced  in  the  floodway  of  the  project  area  as  defined  by  the  100-year  flood 
outline  (improved)  from  the  Rt.  441  Bridge  to  a  point  500  feet  downstream  of 
the  quarry  lake.  A  map  indicating  the  100-year  flood  plain  for  with  and 
without  project  conditions  for  implementation  of  flood  plain  management  regu¬ 
lations  is  provided  on  Plate  1  of  this  report. 
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COST-SHARING  POLICY 


The  President,  in  his  June  1978  water  policy  message  to  Congress,  proposed 
several  changes  in  cost-sharing  for  water  resources  projects  to  allow  States 
to  participate  more  actively  in  project  implementation  decisions  and  to 
equalize  cost-sharing  between  structural  and  nonstructural  flood  damage  pre¬ 
vention  projects.  These  changes  include  a  cash  contribution  from  benefiting 
States  of  5  percent  of  the  first  costs  of  construction  assigned  to  nonvend¬ 
ible  project  purposes  and  10  percent  of  the  first  costs  of  construction 
assigned  to  vendible  project  purposes.  Application  of  this  policy  to  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  project  would  require  the  State  of  New  York  to  contribute 
an  estimated  $245,000  in  cash  (5  percent  of  $4,900,000,  total  estimated 
project  first  costs  of  construction  assigned  to  nonvendible  project  purposes 
based  on  March  1981  price  levels). 

The  President  also  proposed  that  the  present  cost-sharing  requirements  for 
flood  damage  prevention  projects  be  modified  to  require  a  cash  or  in-kind 
contribution  equal  to  20  percent  of  the  project  first  costs  assigned  to  flood 
damage  prevention.  (In  the  case  of  reservoir  projects,  this  cash  or  in-kind 
contribution  is  a  new  requirement),  (In  the  case  of  local  protection-type 
projects,  this  cash  or  in-kind  contribution  is  in  lieu  of  the  existing 
requirement  that  local  interests  provide  without  costs  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations  or  replacements 
necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  project).  Application  of  this  policy 
to  the  Irondequoit  Creek  project  would  require  that  non-Federal  interests 
make,  in  addition  to  the  State  contribution,  a  cash  or  in-kind  contribution 
of  an  estimated  $980,000  (20  percent  of  $4,900,000).  The  combined 
non-Federal  share  is  currently  estimated  to  be  $1,225,000  to  recommend 
construction  authorization  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  project  in  accordance 
with  the  President's  proposed  cost-sharing  policy. 
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PLAN  IMPLEMENTATION 


This  report  is  the  final  report  by  the  Buffalo  District  office.  It  must 
be  reviewed  by  Nortn  Central  Division  Office,  the  Board  of  Engineers,  and 
Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  It  is  then  sent 

to  appropriate  Federal  and  State  agencies  for  further  review  and  comment. 

When  the  comments  have  been  received,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  submits  the 
report  together  with  the  comments  of  these  agencies  to  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  and  Water  Resources  Council  for  advice  as  to  rela¬ 
tionship  to  the  program  of  the  President.  Upon  receipt  of  the  comments  of 
that  office,  the  report  is  submitted  to  Congress  with  transmittal  letter 
including  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  Congress,  after 

receiving  the  report,  reviews  it.  After  they  review  the  report,  if  they  are 

in  favor  of  it  and  believe  it  worthy,  they  authorize  it.  Since  the  cost  of 
this  project  is  under  maximum  limit  for  action  under  Section  201  of  the  1965 
Flood  Control  Act,  it  is  probable  the  project  would  be  authorized  by  action 
of  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  House,  respectively.  After 
the  project  is  authorized,  the  Corps  requests  funds  to  initiate  work. 

Congress  appropriates  funds,  by  separate  action  from  the  authorization.  Upon 
receipt  of  funds,  the  Corps  initiates  detailed  planning,  coordinates  with 
local  interests,  and  then  completes  the  detailed  planning.  When  the  results 
are  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Corps  completes  plans  and  speci¬ 
fications  for  use  by  a  Contractor  in  building  the  project.  Non-Federal 
interests  at  this  time  must  furnish  required  local  cooperation,  including  the 
appropriate  cash  contribution.  After  the  necessary  cooperation  is  received, 
the  Corps  advertises  and  awards  a  construction  contract  to  build  the  project. 
After  construction  is  completed,  the  normal  maintenance  of  the  flood  control 
project  is  a  non-Federal  responsibility.  Periodic  field  inspections  will  be 
made  by  both  non-Federal  representatives  and  Corps  of  Engineers  personnel. 

The  Executive  Order  11988;  Flood  Plain  Management;  24  May  1977,  requires  that 
Federal  agencies  avoid  development  in  base  flood  plains  unless  no  practicable 
alternative  to  such  development  exists.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  formulate  projects  which,  to  the  extent  possible,  avoid  or  mini¬ 
mize  adverse  Impacts  associated  with  use  of  the  base  flood  plain  and  avoid 
inducing  development  in  the  base  flood  plain,  unless  there  is  no  practicable 
alternative.  The  decision  on  whether  a  practicable  alternative  exists  will 
be  based  on  weighing  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  flood  plain  sites 
and  nonflood  plain  sites.  Factors  to  be  taken  into  consideration  include, 
but  are  not  limited  to,  conservation,  economics,  aesthetics,  nature  and  bene¬ 
ficial  values  served  by  flood  plains,  impact  of  floods  on  human  safety,  loca¬ 
tional  advantage,  the  functional  need  for  locating  the  development  in  the 
flood  plain,  historical  values,  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  values,  endangered 
and  threatened  species,  Federal  and  State  designations  of  wild  and  scenic 
rivers,  refuges,  and  in  general,  the  needs  and  welfare  of  the  people.  The 
Irondequoit  Creek  Selected  Plan  is  structural,  but  has  been  determined  to  be 
the  only  practicable  alternative.  Flood  Plain  Management  policies  have  been 
enacted  for  the  area.  The  Executive  Order  has  been  complied  with  for  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  study.  More  information  on  the  projection  of  land  use  for 
the  Corps  compliance  with  the  Executive  Order  is  included  in  Appendix  B, 
Economics,  page  B-9. 
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COORDINATION  WITH  OTHER  AGENCIES 
VIEWS  OF  NON-FEDERAL  INTERESTS 


All  coordinating  agencies  and  levels  of  Government  were  in  favor  of  the 
Buffalo  District,  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  study  of  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its 
tributaries  for  flood  control.  The  Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning 
suggested  that  "the  Corps  should  work  from  the  policy  premise  that 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  tributaries  are  natural  stream  bodies  that  should 
remain  that  way."  Some  development  has  been  allowed  to  occur  in  floodprone 
areas  in  isolated  sections  so  that  the  flooding  problems  are  fairly  localized 
and  most  of  the  stream  corridor  remains  in  a  near-natural  state. 

The  New  York  State  Department  of  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  supports  the  nonstruc- 
tural  measures  as  being  most  effective  in  preserving  the  integrity  of  this 
watershed.  NYSDEC  expressed  concern  that  "a  structural  plan  for  levees  and 
channelization  of  Irondequoit  Creek  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  must  take  into 
consideration  the  fact  that  this  reach  of  stream  is  utilized  during  the 
spring  by  anadroraous  rainbow  trout  from  Lake  Ontario  as  a  passage  to  higher 
quality  waters  upstream.  Channelization  of  this  section  will  negate  gains 
made  by  the  forthcoming  sewage  diversion.  Wide  shallow  channels  will  promote 
summer  ambient  temperatures  that  exceed  the  upper  lethal  limit  to  support 
brown  trout  and  rainbow  trout." 

The  NYSDEC  also  stated  that  "it  appears  that  the  application  of  nonstructural 
measures  to  alleviate  flood  problems  may  have  a  positive  impact  on  natural 
resources.  Action  in  this  direction  at  this  time  could  minimize  the  need  for 
structural  measures  at  a  later  date.  It  is  recommended  that  this  approach  to 
the  problem  be  purused  without  delay." 

In  a  letter  of  comment  from  the  NYSDEC,  dated  30  May  1980,  several 
suggestions  were  made  for  improvement  of  Allen  Creek.  "Environmental  enhan¬ 
cement  measures,  such  as  drop  structures,  deflectors,  riprap  habitat, 
vegetative  plantings,  and  other  habitat  improvements  could  be  used  to  make 
the  project  more  acceptable.”  These  environmental  enhancement  measures  were 
included  in  the  Selected  Plan. 

A  letter  of  comment  from  New  York  State  Parks  and  Recreation,  dated 
17  August  1979,  stated  "The  Feasibility  Report  well  identifies  the  problems 
and  benefits  associated  with  the  several  alternate  solutions." 

The  county  of  Monroe  Department  of  Planning  sent  a  letter  of  comment,  dated 
14  September  1979,  in  regard  to  the  Preliminary  Feasibility  study.  "It  is 
recommended  that  before  any  selection  is  made  regarding  the  best  structural 
method  for  flood  control;  that  other  alternatives,  such  as 

reservoirs/retention  ponds,  perhaps  in  conjunction  with  other  structural  or 
nonstructural  measures;  be  evaluated  to  see  if  they  would  better  meet  the 
total  water  resource  needs  of  the  watershed  in  a  cost-effective  manner. 

Other  alternatives  were  considered  but  were  found  to  be  either  economically 
unjustified  or  environmentally  unacceptable. 
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In  January  1981,  the  draft  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Report  (FFR)  and  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  was  sent  out  to  the  public  for 
coordination,  review,  and  comment.  Several  letters  of  comment  were  received 
as  follows:  New  York  State  Governor’s  office,  18  February  1981;  New  York 
State  Parks  and  Recreation,  23  February  1981;  County  of  Monroe  Office  of 
County  Manager,  31  March  1981;  Monroe  County  Environmental  Management 
Council,  1  April  1981;  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation,  17  April  1981;  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation,  1  May  1981;  Irene  Gossin,  former  Penfield  Supervisor,  6  May 
1981;  Benderson  Development  Company  Inc.,  7  May  1981;  New  York  State 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  27  May  1981.  Each  letter  is 
included  in  both  Appendix  G  and  I.  Appendix  I  includes  all  of  the  letters  of 
comment  received  since  coordination  of  the  Draft  FFR  and  DEIS.  A  Corps 
response  is  also  presented  in  Appendix  I  to  address  the  concerns  in  each 
letter. 

The  Irondequoit  DFFR  and  DEIS  have  been  extensively  coordinated  with  the 
State,  county,  town,  and  village  governmental  agencies.  No  responses  have 
been  received  indicating  that  the  proposed  project  conflicts  with  existing 
State  or  local  flood  plain  management  laws  and  standards - 

Two  items  brought  up  at  the  final  public  meeting;  the  closing  of  Old  Penfield 
Road  Bridge  and  the  continuation  of  the  private  road  to  the  Genesee 
Conservation  League  were  considered.  The  private  road  would  be  reconstructed 
along  the  23-foot  crest  at  the  levee  retaining  the  two-way  traffic  capability 
that  presently  exists.  The  feasibility  of  continued  use  at  the  Old  Penfield 
Road  Bridge  will  be  further  investigated.  It  was  determined  that  it  would 
not  affect  the  economic  feasibility  of  the  project  nor  change  the  degree  and 
type  of  protection.  Further  investigation  of  this  matter  can  be  accommodated 
in  the  detailed  design  stage. 

VIEWS  OF  OTHER  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

The  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
expressed  concern  for  the  water  quality  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  stated  that  "any  development  within  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  must  not  in  any  way  degrade  existing  or  future 
water  quality  conditions.  Any  plan  developed  must  address  the  important 
fishery  and  wildlife  resources  within  the  project  site." 

Several  planning  conferences  between  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  NYSDEC, 
and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  representatives  have  occurred  relative  to  the 
study.  On  29  March  1979,  representatives  of  the  Buffalo  District  (COE)  and 
of  the  Cortland  field  office  of  USF&WS  held  a  joint  field  trip  to  the 
Panorama  Plaza  vicinity.  The  purpose  of  the  trip  was  to  further  delineate 
biological  studies  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood  Control  Study  area.  A 
joint  Scope  of  Work  for  the  needed  biological  studies  was  developed  by  both 
agencies  and  commenced  in  late  fall  of  1979.  A  preliminary  report  of 
biological  study  findings  on  this  Scope  of  Work  was  sent  to  the  Buffalo 
District  by  Dr.  Andrew  M.  White,  Environmental  Resources  Associates,  Inc.,  in 
his  letter  dated  8  February  1980.  The  final  report  was  received  in  July 
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1980  and  is  included  in  Appendix  H.  On  20  February  1980,  representatives  of 
the  Buffalo  District  (COE)  met  in  Cortland,  NY,  with  representatives  of  the 
USF&WS  and  NYSDEC.  At  this  meeting,  various  considered  alternatives  were 
presented,  environmental  concerns  were  discussed,  and  more  comparable  alter¬ 
native  measures  were  developed.  A  similar  meeting  (field  trip)  occurred  on 

8  May  1980,  to  discuss  proposed  alternatives  along  Allen  Creek.  In  addition 
to  these  meetings,  numerous  telephone  and  written  communications  were 
transacted. 

The  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  provided  comments  regarding  the 
Buffalo  District  (COE)  Draft  Plan  of  Study  in  a  planning  aid  letter,  dated 

9  February  1977,  comments  on  the  proposed  Scope  of  Work  for  biological 
studies  in  a  letter  dated  27  April  1979,  a  1  June  1979  planning  aid  letter 
dealing  vitu-  concerns  relating  to  proposed  structural  alternatives  for  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area.  "The  levee/f loodwall  scheme  could  provide  the  required 
flood  protection,  and  with  some  modifications,  minimize  the  project-related 
adverse  impacts.  Use  of  levees  would  avoid  extensive  streambed  alterations 
and,  therefore,  lessen  the  possibility  of  decreased  water  quality  and 
downstream  impacts.  The  levees  should  be  set  back  from  the  creek  bank  to 
preserve  the  riparian  vegetation  as  much  as  possible.  In  sections  where 
floodwalls  must  be  used,  it  becomes  even  more  important  to  preserve  the  imme¬ 
diate  streamside  vegetation  on  the  other  bank.  Plans  to  revegetate  the  levee 
structures  should  also  be  included  to  further  reduce  the  loss  of  valuable 
riparian  habitat.  Vegetation  of  equivalent  habitat  value  or  a  type  which 
would  allow  for  succession  of  native  species  should  be  utilized." 

A  letter  of  comment  relative  to  the  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report,  dated 
11  September  1979,  was  sent  by  USFWS.  "In  areas  of  expanding  development, 
preservation  of  habitat  to  enable  continued  use  of  the  area  by  Fish  and 
Wildlife  becomes  even  more  important  from  both  an  ecological  and  an  aesthetic 
point  of  view." 

Also,  comments  regarding  the  proposed  alternatives  along  Alien  Creek  were  pro¬ 
vided  in  a  planning  aid  letter,  dated  19  May  1980.  "Development  of  plans  for 
work  along  Allen  Creek  should  provide  for  maintenance  of  suitable  fisheries 
habitat  and  allow  for  passage  of  migrating  fish.”  USF&WL  has  reviewed  the 
Selected  Plan  and  others  considered  in  Stage  3  planning.  Comments  are  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Final  Coordination  Act  Report  contained  in  Appendix  H. 

The  USF&WS  Coordination  Act  Report  made  recommendations  and  suggestions  for 
consideration  in  the  final  design  of  the  project.  The  following  is  a  list  of 
adopted  recommendations  which  would  not  Increase  the  cost  of  the  project 
significantly: 

Construction  will  be  scheduled  during  the  period  from  13  June  to  30 
August . 

Levee  and  f loodwall  structures  will  be  constructed  as  far  back  from  the 
stream  as  engineeringly  possible. 

Channel  construction  work  along  Allen  Creek  will  be  confined  to  one  bank 
or  alternated  from  one  bank  to  another  where  one  bank  construction  is  not 
feasible. 
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All  disturbed  or  cleared  areas  including  the  levees  will  be  seeded  and 
replanted  as  soon  as  feasible  upon  completion  of  construction. 

Erosion  and  sedimentation  control  devices  will  be  employed  wherever  engi- 
neeringly  possible. 

Channelization  will  be  confined  to  only  the  lower  900  feet  of  Allen 
Creek,  with  only  minor  channelization  conducted  in  Irondequoit  Creek  (bridge 
abutments  will  be  riprapped  up  and  down  stream  at  the  Penfield  Road  and  Old 
Penfield  Road  Bridges  in  Irondequoit  Creek). 

Channelization  will  follow  a  maandoring  alignment  in  Allen  Creek  where 
construction  is  proposed. 

Riprap  will  consist  of  large  and  small  stones,  placed  in  an  irregular 
configuration  (lower  900  feet  of  Allen  Creek  and  previously  described  areas 
in  Irondequoit  Creek). 

A  low  flow  channel  will  be  incorporated  into  the  new  channel  design, 
along  with  artificial  riffle  areas  and  deepened  pools,  for  the  900  feet  of 
new  channel  in  Allen  Creek. 

A  3-foot  deep  plunge  pool  wilL  be  constructed  at  the  base  of  the  drop 
structure  in  Allen  Creek  located  900  feet  upstream  of  the  confluence  of  Allen 
and  Irondequoit  Creeks. 

Detailed  plans  will  be  developed  for  the  terrestial  vegetative  planting 
program  and  design  and  placement  of  instream  aquatic  habitat  features 
cooperatively,  with  NYSDEC,  USF&WS,  and  COE  personnel. 

All  of  the  above  recommendations  were  included  in  the  formulation  of  the 
Selected  Plan. 

The  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  provided  comments  on 
Alternatives  B  and  C  in  a  letter  dated  7  September  1979.  The  comments  were 
considered  in  the  formulation  of  the  Selected  Plan. 

The  USEPA,  upon  review  of  the  draft  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Report  and  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  completed  a  letter  of  comment  dated  29  April 
1981,  which  states  in  part,  "...  the  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
concurs  with  your  determination  that  the  project  is  environmentally 
acceptable,  and  we  have  no  objections  to  its  finalization."  Several  letters 
of  comment  were  received  from  other  Federal  agencies  during  the  review  period 
of  the  draft  of  the  FFR  and  DEIS.  The  letters  received  are  as  follows: 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  4  March  1981;  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  19  March  1981;  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development,  20  March  1981;  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior,  1  May  1981.  Each  letter  is  included  in  both  Appendix  G  and 
Appendix  I.  Appendix  I  includes  all  of  the  letters  of  comment  received  since 
initial  public  distribution  of  the  Draft  of  the  FFR  and  DEIS  and  a  Corps 
response  to  all  comments. 


122 


The  Federal  Insurance  Administration  has  the  responsibility  under  Public  Law 
90-488  to  identify  the  special  flood  hazard  areas  of  the  United  States.  The 
Special  Flood  Hazard  Area  has  been  defined  as  that  area  subject  to  a  1  per¬ 
cent  or  greater  annual  chance  of  flooding.  In  order  for  F1A  to  remove  the 
special  flood  hazard  designation  from  an  area  "protected”  by  levees,  the  area 
involved  should  not  fall  within  this  definition.  The  FIA  will  be  coordinated 
with  prior  to  construction  to  assure  that  proper  revisions  are  made  to  the 
designated  flood  hazard  areas  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  of  Penfield,  NY, 
once  the  Federal  project  is  completed. 
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SUMMARY 


The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Is  located  in  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne 
Counties  in  central  New  York  State.  The  area  is  primarily  rural,  however, 
the  land  use  is  gradually  becoming  more  urbanized.  This  urbanization  and 
encroachment  into  the  flood  plains  has  caused  increased  flooding  and  related 
damages . 

A  structural/nonstructural  alternative,  levee/f loodwall,  was  proposed  to  pro¬ 
vide  flood  damage  reduction  measures  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  Alternative 
B  was  designed  for  50,  100,  500-year,  and  SPF  flood  protection.  The  Selected 
Plan  (levee/f loodwall)  was  evaluated  to  determine  if  it  met  the  planning 
goals  and  objectives  of  this  study.  The  levee/f loodwall  plan.  Alternative  B, 
was  selected  as  the  National  Economic  Development  (NED)  plan  because  it  maxi¬ 
mized  net  benefits.  The  levee/f loodwall  plan,  Alternative  B,  at  the  500-year 
protection  level,  had  a  total  first  cost  of  $4,900,000  and  a  benefit/cost 
ratio  of  1.63. 

A  "primarily  nonstructural”  plan  was  formulated  in  the  Stage  3  planning  pro¬ 
cess  according  to  the  requirements  of  Principals  and  Standards  Federal 
Register,  29  September  1980.  The  Nonstructural  Plan,  Alternative  G,  was 
developed  for  comparison  with  the  structural  plans.  The  nonstructural  plan 
did  not  meet  the  planning  objectives  of  this  study  and  was  not  originally 
recommended  tor  Implementation. 

The  remainder  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  would  be  provided  flood 
relief  through  the  use  of  nonstructural  plans.  However,  the  effectiveness  of 
Implementing  the  nonstructural  methods  for  flood  plain  management  would 
require  establishing  a  central  committee  or  agency.  It  would  be  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  central  body  to  coordinate,  regulate,  and  enforce  flood  plain 
regulations. 

Although  Alternative  B  was  selected  as  the  moat  economically  feasible  and 
environmentally  enhancing  plan,  no  adequate  Letter  of  Intent  to  provide 
non-Federal  project  assurances  has  been  received  from  the  non-Federal  local 
sponsor.  Therefore,  the  nonstructural  plan  was  selected  for  implementation. 


124 


CONCLUSION 


The  alternatives  considered  in  this  study  are  based  on  a  reasonably  thorough 
analysis  and  evaluation  of  various  practicable  alternative  courses  of  action 
while  attempting  to  best  meet  the  planning  objectives.  Extensive  design  and 
public  coordination  was  performed  prior  to  designating  a  Selected  Plan  in  the 
Final  Feasibility  Report.  Any  adverse  projects  effects  are  addressed  and 
mitigation  measures  discussed  in  this  report  in  order  to  better  satisfy  the 
needs  of  the  study  area. 

Two  items  brought  up  at  the  final  public  meeting;  the  closing  of  Old  Penfield 
Road  Bridge  and  the  continuation  of  the  private  road  to  the  Genesee 
Conservation  League  were  considered.  The  private  road  would  be  reconstructed 
along  the  23-foot  crest  at  the  levee  retaining  the  two-way  traffic  capability 
that  presently  exists.  The  feasibility  of  continued  use  of  the  Old  Penfield 
Road  Bridge  could  be  further  investigated.  It  was  determined  that  it  would 
not  affect  the  economic  feasibility  of  the  project  nor  change  the  degree  and 
type  of  protection.  Further  investigation  of  this  matter  could  be  accom¬ 
modated  in  the  detailed  design  stage. 

The  non-Federal  local  sponsor  did  not  provide  a  suitable  letter  supporting 
the  originally  recommended  structural  plan.  Therefore  the  nonstructural 
plan,  with  no  Corps  participation,  that  could  combine  flood  insurance,  flood 
plain  regulations,  flood  warning,  and  flood  proofing  under  an  institutional 
framework  was  selected  as  the  recommended  plan.  The  non-Federal  sponsor  pro¬ 
vided  a  letter  dated  18  May  1982,  concurring  with  the  Corps  recommendation  of 
no  Federal  participation  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood  Damage  Reduction 
Study.  The  letter  is  contained  in  Appendix  F. 
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R  5/82 


RECOMMENDATION 


I  recommend  that  the  local  Governments  In  the  Irondequolt  Creek  Watershed, 
including  the  town  of  Penfield,  implement  a  nonstructural  plan  with  no  Corps 
participation. 


P.  JOHNSON 
'Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Proposed  Plan  of  Flood  Protection  for  the  Panorama 
Plaza  Area  In  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 
Monroe  County,  New  York 

The  responsible  lead  agency  is  the  U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Buffalo,  NY. 
The  responsible  cooperating  agency  Is  the  New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation. 


Abstract;  The  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  is  a  well-developed  area  located  along 
the  banks  of  Irondequoit  Creek  approximately  4  miles  south  of  Irondequoit 
Bay.  The  Buffalo  District  has  investigated  public  concerns  of  significant 
flooding  problems  within  the  study  area.  Seven  alternatives  were  initially 
investigated.  Five  (Channelization,  Diversion  Channel,  Reservoirs, 
Channel/Berm,  and  Nonstructural)  were  eliminated  or  partially  eliminated  In 
Stage  2  and  early  Stage  3  planning  because  of  engineering,  economic  and/or 
implementation  restrictions.  Three  (No-Actlon,  Nonstructural  (Flood 
Insurance  and  Flood  Plain  Management),  and  Levee/Floodwall))  were  considered 
for  more  detailed  Stage  3  investigation.  Alternative  A,  the  No-Actlon 
alternative,  is  always  a  possibility  and  must  be  considered  throughout  the 
planning  process.  Aspects  of  Alternative  G  (Flood  Insurance  and  Flood  Plain 
Management)  the  Nonstructural  Alternative,  are  encouraged  and  would  apply  to 
some  degree  regardless  of  the  enacted  alternative  but  would  not  sufficiently 
satisfy  the  primary  planning  objectives.  Alternative  B  -  the  Levee/Floodwall 
alternative  plan  has  been  Identified  as  the  most  economically  efficient  and 
environmentally  sound  of  the  feasible  structural  alternative  which  suf¬ 
ficiently  satisfies  the  specific  planning  objectives.  This  plan  has  been 
selected  based  on  its  performance  in  addressing  the  Identified  public  con¬ 
cerns  and  its  net  positive  contribution  to  the  goals  of  National  Economic 
Development  (NED)  and  Environmental  Quality  (EQ). 


COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT 
WERE  RECEIVED  BY: 

30  April  1981 


If  you  would  like  further 
information  on  this  statement, 
please  contact: 


Mr.  Tod  D.  Smith 

U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Buffalo 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  NY  14207 


Commercial  Telephone: 

(716)  876-5454,  Ext.  2171 
FTS  Telephone: 

473-2171 

Note:  Information,  displays,  maps,  etc.  discussed  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed  main  report  are  incorporated  by  reference  in  the  EIS. 


E'IS-1 


SUMMARY 


MAJOR  CONCLUSIONS  AND  FINDINGS 

To  date,  the  Irondequoit  Creek  study  has  determined  that  there  is  con¬ 
siderable  interest  in  developing  flood  protection  measures  within  the 
watershed  and  more  specifically  in  the  vicinity  of  Panorama  Plaza  in  the  town 
of  Penfield.  The  plans  developed  during  Stage  3  of  the  planning  process 
have  been  evaluated  to  select  those  plans  which  best  meet  the  planning  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  study  for  both  economic  and  environmental  desirability.  These 
factors  were  examined  in  light  of  the  desires  of  potential  local  project 
cooperators  and  other  agencies,  groups,  and  individuals  with  expressed 
desires  for  the  future  of  the  watershed. 

Concern  for  future  protection,  development,  and  management  of  the  entire 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  was  evident  throughout  the  study.  During  Stage  2 
investigations,  the  Buffalo  District  Corps  of  Engineers  Initiated  a  com¬ 
puterized  model  study  (SAM)  for  the  Irondequoit  Watershed  area.  The  main 
purpose  of  a  SAM-type  study  is  to  provide  broad  long-range  information  for 
land  use  decision  makers.  This  study,  however,  did  not  receive  the  necessary 
local  support  for  its  completion.  A  brief  review  of  existing  flood  plain 
management  and  flood  insurance  programs  for  the  towns  involved,  and  a  brief 
institutional  analysis  to  aid  in  the  identification  of  a  central  body  to 
coordinate  flood  plain  regulations  within  the  watershed  were  also  conducted. 
Based  on  the  institutional  analysis,  an  agency  under  Monroe  County  jurisdic¬ 
tion  appears  to  be  the  most  feasible  entity  to  act  as  a  central  body. 
Currently,  the  Pure  Waters  Agency  under  the  Monroe  Department  of  Public 
Works,  has  jurisdiction  to  coordinate  a  drainage  district  for  the  watershed 
and  is  the  local  sponsor  implementing  New  York  State’s  208  program  (Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972  -  Public  Law  92-500,  Section 
208).  Although  the  program  primarily  concerns  improvements  to  water  quality, 
it  also  involves  land  use  management  which  would  include  drainage  management. 
Therefore,  Monroe  County's  Section  208  program  should  provide  the  necessary 
watershed  management  coordination  in  the  future,  although  a  number  of  other 
agencies/programs  exist  that  could  contribute  and  provide  guidance  in  various 
aspects  of  watershed  management.  See  the  "Water  Quality”  section  in  the  main 
report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Report. 

Preliminary  studies  (Stage  1  and  2  investigations)  concluded  that  further 
Federal  studies  of  flood  damage  reduction  measures  for  problem  areas  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  watershed  could  not  be  economically  justified  except  in  the 
vicinity  of  Panorama  Plaza.  Therefore,  the  environmental  impact  analysis  in 
this  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  pertain  primarily  to  the 
general  vicinity  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  portion  of  the  watershed. 

The  Principles  and  Standards  criteria,  and  directives  relative  to  plan  for¬ 
mulation  and  evaluation  require  that  alternatives  be  measured  to  determine 
their  efficiency  in  meeting  the  objectives  of  the  plan  formulation  process. 

A  National  Economic  Development  (NED)  Plan  and  an  Environmental  Quality  (EQ) 
Plan  are  identified  in  the  evaluation  process.  The  NED  Plan,  from  a  national 
point  of  view,  represents  the  best  return  on  the  investment  of  economic 
resources  needed  for  construction.  The  EQ  Plan,  on  the  other  hand, 


contributes  toward  enhancement,  preservation,  conservation,  or  Improvement  to 
the  quality  of  the  natural  environment. 

Seven  alternatives  were  Initially  Investigated,  each  providing  varying 
degrees  of  protection  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity.  Three 
(Channelization,  Diversion  Channel,  and  Reservoirs)  were  eliminated  in 
Stage  2  investigations  because  of  engineering,  economic,  and/or  implemen¬ 
tation  restrictions.  Two  (Channel/Berm  and  Nonstructural)  were  eliminated  or 
partially  eliminated  In  early  Stage  3  investigations  for  similar  previously 
mentioned  reasons.  Three  (No-Action,  Nonstructural  (Flood  Insurance  and 
Flood  Plain  Management),  and  Levee/Floodwall))  were  considered  for  more 
detailed  Stage  3  investigation. 

Alternative  A,  the  no-action  alternative,  is  always  a  possibility,  even 
though  it  would  not  sufficiently  satisfy  any  of  the  primary  planning 
objectives.  It  is  a  nonstructural  alternative  and  must  be  carried  forward 
through  the  planning  process. 

Alternative  G,  nonstructural  alternative,  was  studied  further  in  early  Stage 
3  investigations.  Although  these  measures  alone  failed  to  sufficiently 
satisfy  the  primary  planning  objectives,  certain  aspects  of  these  measures 
would  contribute  to  other  more  feasible  alternatives  and/or  would  be  incor¬ 
porated  regardless  of  the  enacted  alternative.  For  this  reason,  the  Flood 
Insurance  and  Flood  Plain  Management  aspects  of  this  alternative  were  studied 
further  as  nonstructural  measures  in  Stage  3  investigations. 

Alternative  C,  the  Channel/Berm  alternative,  was  studied  further  in  early 
Stage  3  investigations,  since  Stage  2  investigations  indicated  that  it  would 
provide  the  greatest  economic  efficiency  and  was  preliminarily  identified  as 
the  NED  Plan.  However,  subsequent  soils  investigations  determined  that 
extensive  erosion  protection  measures  would  be  required  to  implement  the 
alternative.  This  significantly  increased  the  estimated  cost  of 
construction,  thereby  eliminating  Alternative  C  as  the  (NED)  Plan. 

Alternative  C  was  also  identified  as  having  significant  adverse  environmental 
effects,  primarily  because  of  its  devastating  impacts  to  aquatic  and  riparian 
natural  environments.  It  was  therefore  eliminated  early  in  Stage  3  planning 
and  was  not  considered  for  further  detailed  investigation. 

Alternative  B,  the  Levee/Floodwall  alternative,  was  initially  identified  as 
the  least  environmentally  damaging  (EQ)  feasible  structural  alternative  and 
has  Improved  in  this  respect  by  incorporating  mitigating  measures  as  a  result 
of  coordination  with  various  environmental  and  planning  groups.  This 
alternative  has  now  also  been  identified  as  the  (NED)  plan  for  reasons  pre¬ 
viously  stated. 

Alternative  B  has  been  selected  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  based  on  its 
performance  in  addressing  the  identified  public  concerns  and  its  net  positive 
contribution  to  the  goals  of  National  Economic  Development  (NED)  and 
Environmental  Quality  (EQ). 

One  aspect  of  Alternative  B  requires  that  a  portion  of  the  reach  along  Allen 
Creek  be  channelized.  As  such,  a  portion  of  the  existing  creek  bed  will  be 
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i 


filled  and  a  new  channel  bed  created  a  short  distance  away.  The  required 
Section  404  report  has  been  prepared  and  may  be  reviewed  in  Appendix  H  of  the 
main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Report. 

AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY  AND  UNRESOLVED  ISSUES 

Several  controversies  had  developed  as  the  study  progressed.  In  Stage  2 
studies,  a  primary  concern  revolved  around  present  and  future  watershed 
development  and  management  policies.  Towns  and  communities  downstream  feel 
that  indiscriminate  development  projects  upstream  increasingly  contribute  to 
their  problems,  and  feel  that  a  watershed  management  program  is  necessary. 

As  stated  in  the  previous  section,  the  Buffalo  District  Corps  of  Engineers 
conducted  several  investigations  relative  to  the  development  of  watershed 
management  practice  and  coordination.  An  institutional  analysis  was  con¬ 
ducted  and  a  land  use  impact  projection  computer  program  was  investigated  but 
was  subsequently  dropped  from  further  study  because  only  three  of  the  seven 
towns  involved  responded  favorably.  The  Corps  identified  the  Monroe  County 
agency  responsible  for  implementing  New  York  State’s  208  program  as  a  likely 
entity  to  act  as  a  central  body  for  future  coordination  -  although  a  number 
of  other  agencies/programs  exist  that  could  contribute  and  provide  guidance 
in  various  aspects  of  watershed  management. 

Most  interested  parties  agreed  that  a  flood  damage  reduction  measure  would  be 
beneficial  to  the  developments  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity.  The  protec¬ 
tion  methods  that  should  be  implemented  however  did  fall  under  some 
controversy.  Initial  investigation  indicated  that  Alternative  C  - 
Channel/Berm  would  be  most  economially  efficient,  but  most  environmentally 
damaging.  This  created  some  conflict  between  those  parties  with  primarily 
environmental  interests  and  those  seeking  the  most  cost  efficient  solution. 
Subsequent  investigation  of  alternatives  however  (as  stated  previously)  iden¬ 
tified  Alternative  B  -  Levee/Floodwall  as  the  most  economically  efficient  and 
least  environmentally  damaging  plan.  This,  and  continuing  the  planning  proc¬ 
ess  with  continued  incorporation  of  mitigation  measures,  has  greatly 
resolved  the  controversy. 

Complete  detailed  mitigation  and/or  compensation  measures  for  adverse  effects 
resulting  from  implementation  of  alternative  plans  have  not  been  totally 
resolved.  Structural  alternatives  would  induce  some  adverse  environmental 
effects,  would  require  limited  access  to  the  plaza  extension  bridge  and  the 
Old  Penfield  Road  bridge,  and  would  require  the  relocation  of  the  Harney 
Print  Shop.  Detailed  and  additional  mitigation  and  compensation  measures 
will  be  finalized  with  completion  of  the  detailed  plans  and  specif ications . 

Although  the  distribution  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  costs  for  the  project  is 
fairly  well-established,  the  distribution  of  local  shares  is  being  determined 
by  the  NYSDEC.  Many  feel  that  those  entities  that  are  protected  should  bear 
the  greatest  share,  while  others  feel  that  developing  areas  within  the 
watershed  contribute  to  increased  flooding  problems  and  that  they  should  pay 
their  fair  share.  Resolution  of  this  issue  is  primarily  the  responsibility 
of  the  local  sponsoring  agency,  in  this  case,  the  New  York  State  Department 
of  Environmental  Conservation. 
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RELATIONSHIP  TO  ENVIRONMENTAL  REQUIREMENTS 


The  Stage  3  detailed  plans  have  been  considered  in  relationship  to  a  number 
of  Federal,  State,  and  local  laws  and  policies.  Table  0  lists  these  laws  and 
policies  and  the  compliance  relationship  of  the  considered  Stage  3  detailed 
alternatives  to  them. 


Table  0  -  Relationship  of  Plana  to  Environmental  Requirements  Protection 
Statutes  and  Other  Environaental  Requirements 


Federal  Statutes  : 

nr  jjjjjcgrw 

■  S'SrSB 

Alternative  C 
Nonstructurai 

Alternative  8 
Levee /Flood wall 

Archeological  and  Historic  Preservation  Act,  : 

as  aaended,  16  USC  469  et.  aeq.  : 

N/A  i 

N/A 

N/A 

Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended,  42  CSC  7401,  et.  aeq.  : 

N/A 

N/A 

Full 

Clean  Water  Act,  as  amended  (Federal  Water  : 

Pollution  Control  Act),  33  USC  1251  et.  aeq.  : 

I 

N/A  : 

N/A 

Full 

Coastal  Zone  Management  Act,  as  amended,  16  USC  : 
1451,  et.  aeq.  : 

N/A  : 

N/A 

N/A 

Endangered  Speclea  Act,  as  amended,  16  USC  1531  : 

et.  aeq. 

N/A 

N/A 

Full 

Estuary  Protection  Act,  16  USC  1221,  et*  seq. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  as 
amended.  16  USC  460-1(12),  et.  seq. 

Full 

Full 

Full 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  as  amended, 
USC  662,  et.  aeq. 

Full 

Full 

Full 

Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act,  as 
aaended,  16  USC  4601-4601-11  et.  seq. 

N/A 

N/A 

Full 

Marine  Protection,  Research  and  Sanctuaries  Act, 
22  USC  1401  et.  aeq. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  as  aaended, 

16  USC  470a,  et.  aeq. 

Full 

Full 

Full 

Net ions 1  Environment  Policy  Act,  as  amended,  42 
USC  4321,  et.  aeq. 

Full 

Full 

Full 

Rivers  and  Harbors  Act,  33  USC  401  et.  seq. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 

16  USC  1001,  et.  seq. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivera  Act,  as  aaended,  16  USC 
1271,  et.  aeq. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Executive  Orders,  Memoranda 

Floodplain  Management  (EO  11988) 

Protection  of  Wetlands  (EO  11990) 

Environaental  Effects  Abroad  of  Major  Federal 
Actions  (EO  12114) 

Analysis  of  Impacts  on>  Prime  and  Unique 
Farmlands  (CEQ  Memorandum,  30  Aug  76) 

Full 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Full 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Full 

Full 

N/A 

Full 

New  York  State  Freshwater  Wetlands  Act 
(Wetlands  >12.4  acres) 

N/A 

N/A 

:  Full 

Environmental  Conservation  Law  -  Article  IS 
(Protection  of  Water) 

N/A 

: 

:  N/A 

:  Full 

Local  Land  Use  Plans 

(See  Floodplain  Management  EO  11988,  also) 

Full 

:  Full 

:  Full 

The  compliance  categories  used  In  this  table  were  assigned  based  on  the  following  definitions: 


a.  Full  compliance  -  All  requlreaents  of  the  statute,  EO,  or  other  policy  and  related  regula¬ 
tions  have  been  met. 

b.  Partial  compliance  -  Soae  requirements  of  the  statute,  EO,  or  other  policy  and  related 
regulations  remain  to  be  met. 

c.  Koncompliance  -  None  of  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  EO,  or  other  policy  and  related 
regulations  have  been  met. 

d.  Not  Applicable  -  N/A  statute,  EO,  or  other  policy  not  applicable. 
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SECTION  I 


NEED  FOR  AND  OBJECTIVES  OF  THE  ACTION 


STUDY  AUTHORITY 

1.01  Irondequolt  Creek  has  had  a  recorded  history  of  flooding  for  more  than 
a  hundred  years.  Continued  urbanization  and  encroachment  into  the  flood 
plain  has  increased  flood  damage  costs  in  recent  years.  These  problems  and 
concerns  have  resulted  in  legislation  aimed  at  investigation  and  resolution 
of  these  problems. 

1.02  Congressman  Frank  J.  Horton,  34th  New  York  District,  sponsored  a  reso¬ 
lution  through  the  House  of  Representatives,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
authorizing  a  survey  on  Irondequolt  Creek,  NY,  and  tributaries,  including 
Allen  Creek.  The  authorization  is  contained  in  Section  208  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89-298)  adopted  27  October  1965.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  reads: 

"The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes,  including 
channel  and  major  drainage  improvements,  and  floods  aggravated 
by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States 
and  its  territorial  possessions,  which  include  the  localities 
specifically  named  in  this  section.  After  the  regular  or  formal 
reports  made  on  any  survey  authorized  by  this  section  are 
submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional  report  or 
estimate  shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or 
survey  to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if 
such  review  is  required  by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed 
physical  or  economic  conditions." 

1.03  The  study  area  lies  mainly  in  the  34th  District  of  New  York,  repre¬ 
sented  by  Congressman  Frank  J.  Horton,  and  a  small  portion  within  Districts 
33  and  35  represented  by  Congressman  Gary  A.  Lee  and  Barber  B.  Conable,  Jr., 
respectively. 

PUBLIC  CONCERNS 

1.04  General  -  Throughout  the  course  of  the  Irondequolt  Creek  Study, 
numerous  concerns,  problems,  and  needs  have  been  expressed  by  individuals, 
governmental  agencies,  and  other  interested  parties.  These  concerns  were 
identified  primarily  through  a  series  of  public  meetings,  workshops,  coor¬ 
dination  procedures,  and  related  studies.  The  various  significant  concerns 
identified  during  the  study  are  briefly  described  in  the  following 
paragraphs. 

1.05  Flooding  -  The  primary  water  resource  problem  investigated  in  the 
Irondequolt  Creek  study  was  flooding.  The  Irondequolt  Creek  Watershed  is 
subject  to  flooding  of  varying  degrees  in  many  scattered  areas.  Preliminary 
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Investigation  Indicated  20  scattered  floodprone  areas  of  probable  concern  in 
the  watershed.  Subsequent  studies  have  identified  the  degree  of  flooding 
that  could  be  expected  In  these  areas.  Evaluation  of  these  areas  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  indicated  that  three  of  the  areas  warranted  further 
Federal  Investigation.  They  were  Ellison  Park,  Panorama  Plaza,  and  Bushnell 
Basin.  Of  these,  only  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  qualified  economically  for 
Federally  funded  flood  protection  measures.  The  Panorama  Plaza  area  is 
developed  with  numerous  commercial,  light  industrial,  residential,  and 
recreational  complexes  where  flooding  is  a  significant  problem. 

1*06  Future  Flooding  -  The  probability  and  degree  of  flooding  and  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  adequate  protection  was  a  concern  expressed  throughout  the  study.  It 
is  anticipated  that  floods  of  the  same  or  larger  magnitude  as  those  that  have 
occurred  could,  and  in  all  probability  will,  occur  in  the  future.  Protection 
will  depend  upon  the  limits  of  the  structural  measures  and/or  the  success  of 
watershed  management  policies.  This  concern  is  addressed  in  some  detail  In 
the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Study. 

1*07  Obstructions  -  Obstructions  both  natural  and  man-made  have  been  Iden¬ 
tified  as  flow  restrictive  and  contributors  to  flooding  problems  within  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  Fallen  trees  and  branches  sometimes  create  log 
jams  that  dam  the  creek  water  and  may  cause  flooding.  Removal  of  these  logs 
and/or  creek  bank  vegetation,  however,  may  adversely  impact  the  aquatic 
environment  which  may  require  the  protective  shade  and  cover.  Discretion 
should  be  utilized  in  relieving  these  problems.  Man-made  obstructions,  pri¬ 
marily  bridges,  may  also  restrict  flows  and  contribute  to  flooding  problems. 
The  Plaza  Extension  Bridge  and  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  in  the  Panorama 
Plaza  vicinity  have  been  identified  as  flow  restrictive.  Their  possible 
modification  has  raised  some  access  concerns.  These  concerns  are  addressed 
in  more  detail  in  the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Study. 

1.08  Stream  Erosion  -  Stream  erosion  problems  are  few  and  localized  within 
the  watershed  and  rank  behind  flood-related  problems  in  severity.  Erosion 
problems  were  identified  in  preliminary  investigations  by  public  officials 
from  the  towns  involved  in  the  study  (Brighton,  Henrietta,  Mendon,  Penfield, 
Perinton,  and  Pittsford).  Erosion  problems  have  been  addressed  in  some 
detail  in  the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Study. 

1.09  Socioeconomic  -  Numerous  socioeconomic  related  concerns  have  been 
expressed  throughout  the  study.  Some  of  the  concerns  expressed  and  items 
examined  included:  institutional  analysis,  community  growth,  and  development 
concerns  (including:  population,  economic  and  land  use  studies),  social 
well-being  concerns,  and  recreational  opportunities.  Particular  concern  was 
expressed  relative  to: 

1.10  Future  Developments  and  Watershed  Management  -  Throughout  the  course  of 
study,  significant  concern  has  been  expressed  pertaining  to  future  develop¬ 
ment  and  land  use  within  the  watershed  and  the  need  for  coordinated  watershed 
management  policies.  Particular  concern  pertained  to  the  potential  adverse 
impacts  of  upstream  developments  to  communities  downstream.  Some  existing 
programs  (flood  plain  management,  flood  insurance,  etc.)  may  already  contrib¬ 
ute  toward  that  goal.  Investigations  (institutional  analysis,  land  use 
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programs,  etc.)  have  been  conducted  in  this  study  by  the  Buffalo  District 
relative  to  these  concerns. 

1*11  Sources  of  Funding  and  Local  Assurances  -  The  costs,  the  benefit/cost 
ratio  and  analysis,  financial  responsibilities,  and  cost  distributions  were 
recurring  concerns  throughout  the  study,  particularly  relative  to  local 
shares.  These  issues  are  addressed  in  some  detail  in  the  main  report  of  the 
Final  Feasibility  Study. 

1.12  Property  Needs  -  Property  needs,  easement  and  right-of-ways,  and 
possible  displacement  of  people  and/or  institutions  have  received  important 
consideration  throughout  the  study. 

1.13  Social  Well-Being  -  Adequate  flood  damage  reduction  measures  and  pro¬ 
tection  for  the  social  well-being  of  the  communities,  institutions  and  indi¬ 
viduals  was  of  major  concern  in  this  study  and  received  major  emphasis.  This 
is  particularly  true  for  the  well-developed  area  in  the  Panorama  Plaza 
vicinity.  Consideration  of  impacts  to  downstream  entities  was  also 
Important.  These  issues  are  addressed  in  sections  of  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  and  in  the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Study. 

1.14  Disruption  and  Relocation  of  Facilities  -  Concern  regarding  respon¬ 
sibility  and  cost  of  relocating  utilities,  as  well  as  the  impacts  relative  to 
disruption  of  service  and  access,  received  considerable  attention  in  this 
study.  These  are  primarily  local  interest  responsibilities  and  are  addressed 
in  both  this  EIS  and  in  the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Study. 

1.15  Recreation  -  Recreational  developments  are  an  important  resource  to  the 
rapidly  developing  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  region.  Several  developments 
exist  along  the  creek  and  at  Irondequoit  Bay  at  its  mouth.  In  the  Panorama 
Plaza  vicinity,  a  development  consisting  of:  two  multi-purpose  ball  fields, 
a  baseball  diamond,  a  play  area,  and  scattered  picnic  facilities,  is  being 
planned  by  the  town  of  Penfield.  It  will  be  located  in  the  available  area 
between  the  creek  and  the  plaza  development.  Consideration  for  these 
existing  and  proposed  developments  was  strongly  incorporated  into  the  study. 

1.16  Aesthetics  -  Consideration  for  aesthetic  values  is  also  an  important 
concern.  Attention  has  been  given  to  existing  views  and  settings,  as  well  as 
the  blending  of  any  proposed  structures  to  the  natural  setting,  height 
limitations,  and  the  possibility  of  mitigating  construction  disturbance  and 
enhancing  the  natural  appearance  of  the  area  through  herbaceous  and/or  woody 
vegetation  plantings. 

1.17  Environmental  Quality  -  Consideration  to  contributions  toward  environ¬ 
mental  quality,  where  possible,  is  another  important  concern  identified  in 
this  study  -  particularly  with  regards  to: 

1.18  Water  Quality  -  The  ongoing  Monroe  County  Pure  Waters  program  has  and 
is  expected  to  continue  to  improve  the  quality  of  water  entering  the  creek. 
See  paragraph  2.15  of  Section  2  -  Alternatives.  This  Corps  feasibility  study 
addresses  water  quality  relative  to  the  effects  of  construction  (particularly 
channelization)  and  altered  flows  and  sedimentation. 
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1.19  Impacts  of  Channelization  and  Disposal  of  Dredged  Material  -  Concern 
was  expressed  about  Che  potential  adverse  impact  of  channel  dredging  in 
regards  to  turbidity,  possible  destruction  of  aquatic  habitat,  and  other 
aquatic  biological  factors.  In  addition,  disposal  of  dredged  material  is  a 
significant  concern,  particularly  if  the  material  is  classified  as  polluted. 
This  study  investigated  these  various  concerns.  See  paragraph  5.13  of 
Section  5  -  Public  Involvement. 

1.20  Natural  Resources  -  Identification  and  preservation  of  significant 
resources  was  identified  as  being  an  important  study  concern.  Coordination 
with  Federal  and  State  environmental  agencies  was  established  to  insure  con¬ 
sideration  of  their  ideas  and  concerns.  See  paragraphs  5.07  through  5.13  of 
Section  5  -  Public  Involvement.  Biological  field  data  has  been  completed  in 
development  of  a  more  current  profile  of  existing  conditions.  This  data  is 
used  in  fish  and  wildlife  impact  analysis.  See  Appendix  H. 

PLANNING  OBJECTIVES 

1.21  Development  of  the  various  alternative  flood  control  plans  for 
Irondequoit  Creek  considered  both  the  two  national  water  resource  planning 
objectives  as  defined  by  the  U.  S.  Water  Resources  Council  and  a  number  of 
study  area  specific  planning  objectives  developed  in  relationship  to  the 
aforementioned  public  concerns  for  Irondequoit  Creek. 

1 . 22  The  Two  National  Objectives  are; 

a.  National  Economic  Development  (NED)  -  Enhancement  of  national  eco¬ 
nomic  development  as  defined  by  the  Water  Resources  Council,  is  achieved 
through  optimum  development  of  water  and  related  land  resources.  The  present 
and  projected  needs  were  assessed  in  terms  of  the  relationship  to  flood 
control  and  related  water  resource  development.  The  annual  costs  of  the 
measures  for  various  purposes  should  be  compared  with  the  annual  benefits  in 
order  to  evaluate  plans  on  the  basis  of  economic  efficiency. 

b.  Environmental  Quality  (EQ)  -  Maintenance  or  enhancement  of  the 
quality  of  the  environment  is  achieved  by  the  management,  conservation, 
preservation,  creation,  restoration,  or  improvement  of  the  quality  of  certain 
natural  and  cultural  resources  and  ecological  systems.  Among  the  major  com¬ 
ponents  of  the  environmental  quality  objective  considered  include: 

(1)  natural  environment;  (2)  open  and  green  spaces;  (3)  cultural  resources; 
(4)  fish  and  wildlife;  and  (5)  scenic  values-  The  impact  on  the  fish 
stocking  program  could  be  an  item  of  consideration  related  to  the  environmen¬ 
tal  quality  objective.  The  potential  significant  impact  of  stream  alteration 
measures  on  any  wetlands,  aquatic  life,  cultural  resource  sites,  as  well  as 
potential  for  induced  future  development,  are  among  the  major  considerations 
in  selection  of  a  viable  alternative. 


1.23  The  planning  objectives  developed  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Study  are 
to  enhance  the  NED  and  EQ  by  the  management  of  the  water-related  land 
resource  needs  on  the  national.  State,  and  local  levels. 


1.24  More  specifically,  the  planning  objectives  to  be  addressed  in  this 
report  for  a  1980-2030  period  of  analysis  are  as  follows: 

a.  To  promote  flood  management  techniques  to  reduce  future  flood 
damage  economic  losses  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed; 

b.  To  provide  flood  damage  reduction  measures  to  protect  health,  life, 
and  property  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area,  Penfield,  NY,  of  Irondequoit  and 
Allen  Creeks; 

c.  To  provide  erosion  and  sedimentation  control  to  protect  stream 
banks  and  prevent  damage  to  adjacent  property  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  of 
Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks; 

d.  Where  possible,  to  enhance  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  in  and  adja¬ 
cent  to  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Panorama  Plaza. 

e.  Preservation  of  significant  cultural  resources  to  protect  the  her¬ 
itage  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  area; 

f.  Improve  water  quality,  for  game  and  nongame  fish,  by  reducing 
amount  and  frequency  of  sediment  loads  from  bank  overflow  and  bank  erosion  in 
the  Panorama  Plaza  area;  and 

g.  To  develop  recreational  opportunites  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  to 
Improve  social  well-being  when  environmentally  and  economically  feasible. 
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SECTION  2 


ALTERNATIVES 


ALTERNATIVES  ELIMINATED  FROM  FURTHER  STUDY  EARLY  IN  STAGE  3  INVESTIGATIONS 

2.01  General  -  The  following  paragraphs  briefly  discuss  alternatives  that 
were  considered  (in  some  detail)  during  Stage  3  investigations  but  were  par¬ 
tially  or  totally  eliminated  from  Stage  3  detailed  planning.  This  section 
also  briefly  describes  why  these  alternatives  were  eliminated  from  further 
consideration.  These  alternatives  and  the  reasons  for  their  elimination  are 
described  in  more  detail  in  the  Alternatives  Considered  Further  section  in 
the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Report. 

2.02  Alternative  C  -  Channel/Berm  -  This  alternative  would  provide  both 
channel  and  berm  improvements.  Plate  4  of  the  main  report  indicates  the  berm 
locations  and  the  extent  of  channelization  for  the  100-year  protection  along 
Irondequolt  Creek  for  Panorama  Plaza.  In  the  channel/berm  plan,  a  wider 
channel  permits  the  use  of  berms  to  replace  their  larger  counterparts  - 
levees.  This  has  the  advantage  of  lower  costs  and  removes  the  need  for  a 
high  or  access-restricting  levee  or  floodwall.  The  improved  channel  dimen¬ 
sions  consisted  of  increasing  the  width,  depth,  and  cross  sectional  area  of 
the  average  channel.  In  those  areas  where  the  improved  channel  was  not 
sufficient,  berms  are  proposed  to  be  constructed  along  the  banks  to  give 
additional  height  required,  to  prevent  overtopping  into  the  plaza  area. 

2.03  With  this  alternative,  the  Panorama  Extension  Bridge  and  the  Old 
Penfleld  Road  Bridge  would  require  removal  to  maintain  a  wide  and  uniform 
channel,  thereby  eliminating  vehicular  access.  Major  alternative  routes  to 
the  Plaza  area,  however,  would  still  be  maintained  along  Panorama  Trail  Road 
and  Penfleld  Road.  The  Harney  Printing  Shop  would  also  need  to  be  acquired. 
It  would  not  be  practical  to  protect  a  building  that  is  presently  endangered 
due  to  its  close  proximity  to  the  erosive  bank. 

2.04  This  alternative  will  not  be  considered  for  further  study  for  both  eco¬ 
nomic  and  environmental  reasons.  In  the  previous  Stage  2  document 
(Preliminary  Feasibility  Report),  Alternative  C  had  been  identified  as  the 
NED  plan,  which  is  no  longer  valid.  Severe  erosion  problems  identified  by 
the  foundations  and  materials  investigations  resulted  in  the  need  for  exten¬ 
sive  erosion  protection  measures  (riprap)  along  the  creeks.  This  would 
significantly  raise  the  total  first  cost  of  Alternative  C  and  the  benefit/ 
cost  (B/C)  ratio  would  be  far  below  unity  (1.0)  making  it  not  economically 
justified.  Alternative  C  is  also  not  environmentally  acceptable  due  to  the 
extensive  channelization  and  placement  of  riprap  which  would  significantly 
adversely  impact  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat. 

2.05  Alternative  G  -  Nonstructural  -  This  alternative  would  not  provide  any 
structural  measures  for  flood  control.  The  nonstructural  plans  investigated 
were  flood  warning,  floodproofing,  permanent  evacuation,  flood  plain 
regulation,  and  flood  insurance. 
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2.06  Flood  Warning  System  -  Such  a  system  requires  installation  of  a  flood 
warning  device  that  would  be  situated  far  enough  upstream  in  the  watershed  to 
give  adequate  time  for  evacuating  floodprone  areas  or  erecting  flood  protec¬ 
tion  measures.  The  shortness  of  the  warning  duration,  absence  of 
coordinating  agencies,  and  the  diverse  resident  locations  of  the  parties  with 
interests  in  the  plaza  would  make  flood  warning  an  impractical  alternative. 

2.07  Floodproofing  -  This  would  incorporate  permanent  and  temporary  measures 
such  as  raising  of  buildings,  sealing  of  windows,  and  temporary  shields  as  a 
means  of  reducing  flood  damages.  Many  of  the  stores  in  the  plaza  have  two 
entrance  doorways  and  loading  docks,  and  the  apartment  complex  has  many  base¬ 
ment  apartments  with  windows.  The  sealing  of  all  openings  would  be 
unrealistic,  while  the  planning,  coordination,  and  time  constraints  of 
placing  temporary  shields  would  also  be  impractical. 

2.08  Permanent  Evacuation  -  This  proved  to  be  the  most  effective  nonstruc- 
tural  measure,  but  it  was  the  most  expensive  plan.  Permanent  evacuation  of 
the  existing  developed  flood  plain  involves  the  acquisition  of  lands  by  the 
purchaser;  removal  and  relocation  of  improvements;  evacuation  and  resettle¬ 
ment  of  flood  plain  residents  and,  permanent  conversions  of  flood  plain  lands 
to  uses  less  susceptible  to  flood  damage.  Lands  from  which  structures  are 
removed  would  eventually  provide  opportunity  for  conversion  to  wildlife 
habitat  or  open-space  recreation.  The  strongest  opposition  to  this  plan 
comes  from  individuals  with  investments  in  local  businesses  and  real  estate. 
An  evacuation  of  the  plaza  would  pose  inconvenience  for  many  users  and  eco¬ 
nomic  hardships  for  some  of  the  business  owners.  The  costs  of  permanent 
evacuation  would  be  prohibitive  to  implement. 

2.09  Flood  Plain  Regulations  -  This  measure,  in  the  form  of  zoning  ordi¬ 
nances  and  regulations,  is  designed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  construction  in 
the  flood  plain.  This  plan  is  not  viable  in  itself  because  it  offers  no  pre¬ 
vention  of  flood  damages  and  effects;  and,  because  development  is  already 
established  in  the  flood  plain. 

2.10  Flood  Insurance  -  This  measure  provides  some  financial  protection  to 
victims  of  flood-related  property  damage.  Flood  insurance,  however,  does  not 
prevent  flood  losses  but  merely  compensates  the  victims.  Because  one  of  the 
planning  goals  of  this  study  is  to  prevent  flood  losses,  this  plan  was  not 
considered  as  a  final  solution. 

2.11  Although  nonstructural  alternatives  in  themselves  would  not  suf¬ 
ficiently  satisfy  the  projects  primary  planning  objectives,  certain  aspects 
could  contribute  to  other  possible  and  more  feasible  alternatives.  Flood¬ 
proofing  and  evacuation  measures  have  been  Incorporated  into  Alternative  B, 
the  levee/ floodwa 11  alternative,  for  several  structures  and  facilities  where 
they  appear  to  be  more  applicable.  Flood  Plain  Management  and  Flood 
Insurance  programs  and  policies,  in  the  long  term,  would  contribute  toward 
meeting  the  planning  objectives  to  some  degree  in  themselves,  or  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  the  other  considered  alternatives.  These  aspects  of  the  nonstruc¬ 
tural  alternative  may  be  improved  upon  and  have  been  Investigated  in  still 
further  detail  as  a  nonstructural  alternative  in  this  respect.  See  the  Plans 
Considered  in  Detail  section  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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WITHOUT  CONDITIONS  (NO-ACTION) 


2.12  Without  Conditions  -  General  -  It  Is  anticipated  that  floods  of  the 
same  or  larger  magnitude,  as  those  that  have  occurred,  could  and  In  all  prob¬ 
ability  will  occur  In  the  future.  From  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Flood  Damage 
Survey  Report  completed  in  1977,  a  total  of  76  commercial  businesses, 

24  residential  structures,  and  five  public  utilities  may  be  affected  by  a 
flood  exceeding  a  25-year  frequency.  (Preliminary  Feasibility  Report,  1979). 

2.13  The  population  in  the  town  of  Penfield  has  increased  from  12,601  in 
1960  to  23,782  in  1970.  Although  the  town  has  experienced  a  tremendous  rate 
of  growth  over  the  last  30  years,  this  growth  rate  has  slowed  down  in  recent 
years  due  to  the  high  intensity  of  development  in  the  town  and  the  dimin¬ 
ishing  numbers  of  job  opportunities  in  the  Rochester  area.  In  conjunction 
with  increased  population,  demand  for  housing  is  expected  to  increase,  but  at 
a  somewhat  slower  rate.  (Monroe  County  housing  is  up  25  percent  since  1970.) 
The  economy  of  the  area  is  considered  strong  and  the  per  capita  income  is 
well  above  the  national  average.  This  economic  trend  is  expected  to 
continue,  unless  unforeseen  adverse  economic  impacts  should  occur. 

2.14  The  land  use  patterns  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  are  strongly 
influenced  by  the  rapidly  expanding  Rochester  suburban  area.  While  the 
suburban  characteristics  of  the  area  have  increased,  there  has  been  a 
corresponding  decrease  in  rural  characteristics.  This  trend  is  expected  to 
continue  within  the  confines  of  the  local  zoning  regulations  and  the 
available  space  for  development.  The  Panorama  Plaza  area  is  densely  devel¬ 
oped  with  commercial,  light  industrial,  and  residential  use.  Almost  every 
available  land  parcel  within  the  100-year  flood  plain  is  developed  with  the 
exception  of  a  strip  of  fields  and  heavy  woody  vegetation  along  the  creek 
banks.  Although  new  structural  development  is  currently  prohibited  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area  by  the  town,  modification  to  existing  structures  is  unreg¬ 
ulated  (Final  Feasibility  Study).  Presently,  the  town  of  Penfield  is  devel¬ 
oping  plans  for  a  small  park  development  consisting  primarily  of  picnic 
facilities  and  several  athletic  fields.  This  would  be  located  In  the 
available  land  area  located  behind  Panorama  Plaza.  An  application  has  also 
been  made  to  the  Penfield  Planning  Board,  for  expansion  of  existing  buildings 
in  Panorama  Plaza. 

2.15  The  upper  reaches  of  Irondequoit  Creek  provide  habitat  for  valuable 
cold  water  fisheries  and  are  designated  as  trout  waters  by  the  NYS 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation.  This  creek  contains  brown  trout 
and  rainbow  trout.  The  rainbow  trout  are  known  to  migrate  upstream  through 
the  Panorama  Plaza  Project  Area  during  spawning  runs.  In  the  future,  water 
quality  conditions  in  the  creek  are  expected  to  improve  with  the  enactment  of 
the  Monroe  County  Pure  Waters  -  Sewage  Diversion  Program,  which  will  reduce 
the  discharge  of  sewage  effluent  into  the  creek.  With  improved  water 
quality,  there  is  the  possibility  of  increased  or  extended  trout  utilization 
of  the  project  area  (DEC  and  F&WL  correspondence). 

2.16  As  a  result  of  continual  suburban  encroachment  on  or  near  existing 
riparian  wildlife  habitat  along  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks,  this  habitat 
type  Is  diminishing  in  size  and  Is  increasingly  exposed  to  increased  human 
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activity.  Consequently,  either  direct  or  indirect  disruption  of  riparian 
habitat  intensifies  pressure  upon  wildlife  species,  which  either  displaces 
them  or  could  affect  their  productivity  during  breeding  season. 

2.17  Without  Conditions  -  No-Act ion  -  In  any  plan  formulation,  a  no-action 
plan  is  always  considered.  This  plan  Implies  that  the  Federal  Government, 
acting  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  will  take  no  action  to  reduce  flood 
damage  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  Area  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  Should  this  occur, 
other  entities  might  contribute  to  meeting  some  of  the  planning  objectives 
previously  outlined.  Various  Federal,  State,  regional,  and  local  agencies 
are  responsible  for  implementation  and  guidance  in  various  aspects  of 
planning  and  future  development.  See  the  section  of  Institutional  Analysis 
in  the  Final  Feasibility  Report.  Studies,  reports,  and  policies  have  been 
and  are  being  established  related  to  Flood  Plain  Management,  Flood  Insurance, 
and  future  growth  and  development  within  the  Irondequoit  Watershed.  (See 
sections  entitled:  Prior  Studies  and  Reports,  Reports  and  Studies  of  Others, 
Previous  Projects  and  Improvements  and  Nonstructural  Alternatives  of  the 
Final  Feasibility  Report.)  These  studies  and  reports  provide  valuable  infor¬ 
mation  and  policies  related  to  future  planning  and  developments  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

2.18  The  Corps  identified  the  Monroe  County  agency  responsible  for  imple¬ 
menting  New  York  State's  208  program  as  a  likely  entity  to  act  as  a  likely 
central  body  for  future  coordination;  although  a  number  of  other  agencies/ 
programs  exist  that  could  contribute  and  provide  guidance  in  various  aspects 
of  watershed  management.  Section  208  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  of  1972  (PL  92-500),  as  amended  by  the  Clean  Water  Act  of  1977 

(PL  95-217),  gives  authority  to  States  and/or  designated  metropolitan  areas 
within  a  State  to  conduct  the  water  quality  planning.  The  law  is  admin¬ 
istered  by  and  chiefly  financed  through  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  The  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  of  New  York  State  was 
selected  as  the  208  planning  agency  by  the  Governor  of  New  York.  The  program 
provides  for  areawide  planning  to  be  conducted  by  locally  representative 
agencies  within  designated  areas  where  severity  of  pollution  problems  and 
local  governmental  intent  to  Implement  the  regional  plan  make  this  a  feasible 
alternative.  Development  of  areawide  waste  treatment  programs  under  Section 
208  is  a  means  to  promote  areawide  waste  management  systems  and  areawide 
planning  for  growth  and  land  use  controls  relative  to  waste  management  needs- 
It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  scope  of  such  programs  goes  beyond  sewage 
treatment  facilities  to  encompass  prevention  of  waste  management  problems. 
Growth  and  land  use  considerations  would  be  a  major  element  in  determining 
waste  treatment  management  needs. 

2.19  Flood  plain  regulations  in  the  form  of  zoning  ordinances  and  regula¬ 
tions  in  the  town  of  Penfield  are  designed  to  discourage  or  prohibit 
construction  in  the  flood  plain.  Although  new  development  is  currently  pro¬ 
hibited  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  by  the  town,  modification  to  existing 
structures  is  unregulated.  During  these  modifications,  the  value  of  the 
structure  and  contents  could  increase  enough  to  significantly  increase  flood 
damage  should  a  flood  occur.  Flood  insurance  provides  some  financial  pro¬ 
tection  to  victims  of  flood-related  property  damage.  It,  however,  does  not 
prevent  flood  losses  but  merely  compensates  the  victims.  A  flood  insurance 
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report  was  completed  for  the  town  of  Penfield  In  1977.  Members  of  the  com¬ 
munity  are  eligible  to  buy  flood  insurance  under  the  National  Flood  Insurance 
Program,  providing  they  meet  the  established  requirements  of  the  program. 
These  policies  are  expected  to  be  continued  and  improved  and  would  even¬ 
tually  result  in  compensation  for  existing  flood  damage  losses  and  redevelop¬ 
ment  of  the  area  to  low  flood  damage  uses.  These,  however,  are  long-term 
policies  and  would  do  little  to  prevent  flood  damage  to  the  already  existing 
developments. 

2.20  Should  the  no-action  plan  be  implemented,  it  is  possible  that  local 
governmental  or  private  Interests  would  Initiate  varying  degrees  of  protec¬ 
tion  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  and  more  specifically  the  Panorama 
Plaza  project  area.  It  is  anticipated  however,  that  such  an  endeavor  would 
be  lacking  in  degree  of  protection,  technical  expertise,  and  adequate 
funding.  Except  for  this  study,  there  are  no  known  or  proposed  Federal, 
State,  or  local  flood  control  projects  in  the  watershed. 

PLANS  CONSIDERED  IN  DETAIL 

2.21  General  -  The  following  discussion  centers  on  plans  that  were  developed 
and  refined  during  late  Stage  3  planning  efforts.  The  development  of 
detailed  plans  involves  redetermining  the  costs  and  benefits  of  each  plan, 
redefining  the  features  and  dimensions  of  each  plan,  and  determining  the  pri¬ 
mary  environmental  impacts  of  each  plan.  For  a  more  detailed  description  of 
these  plan  alternatives  see  the  section  entitled  Alternatives  Considered 
Further  in  the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Report. 

2.22  Alternative  A  -  No-Action  Plan  -  The  no-action  plan  Implies  that  the 
Federal  Government,  acting  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  will  take  no 
action  to  provide  flood  damage  reduction  measures  along  Irondequoit  Creek. 
This  is  a  nonstructural  alternative  and  must  be  carried  forward  through  the 
planning  process.  Under  this  plan,  the  base  condition  at  Panorama  Plaza 
would  remain  unchanged.  While  no  environmental  impacts  would  be  created,  the 
potential  for  flood  damage  in  the  project  area  would  remain  the  same.  See 
the  previous  section  -  Without  Conditions. 

2.23  Alternative  Plan  G  -  Nonstructural  (Flood  Insurance  and  Flood  Plain 
Management )  -  Both  flood  insurance  and  corresponding  flood  plain  management 
regulations  are  being  implemented  in  the  town  of  Penfield.  These  policies 
have  been  considered  to  some  extent  in  Alternative  A,  the  No-Action 
alternative,  (Without-Conditions) .  Alternative  G,  however,  stresses  that 
measures  and  their  implementation  can  and  should  be  improved  through  con¬ 
tinued  participation  in  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program. 

2.24  The  National  Flood  Insurance  Program  consists  of  two  separate  phases, 
the  Emergency  program,  and  the  Regulai  program.  The  town  of  Penfield  is 
currently  enrolled  in  the  Emergency  program.  To  be  eligible  for  this 
program,  the  community  must  have  a  functioning  building  and  zoning  permit  and 
must  pass  two  resolutions;  one,  essentially  voicing  interest  in  joining  the 
program,  and  the  other  initiating  permit  reviews  to  determine  whether  pro¬ 
posed  building  sites  will  be  reasonably  safe  from  flooding.  This  deter¬ 
mination  is  made  primarily  through  the  utilization  of  a  Special  Flood  Hazard 
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Boundary  (SFHB)  map  produced  by  Che  Federal  Insurance  Association  (FIA).  If 
determined  to  be  In  a  flood  hazard  area,  protective  or  restrictive  measures 
must  be  Implemented. 

2.25  Alternative  G  Implies  that  the  towns  should  work  toward  enrollment  In 
the  Regular  program.  This  generally  entails  production  of  a  Flood  Insurance 
Rate  Study  through  FIA.  This  study  uses  standard  hydrologic  and  hydraulic 
techniques  to  determine  flood  profiles  and  delineations  to  Identify  a  pro¬ 
posed  floodway.  The  elevations,  etc.,  resulting  from  this  study  become  the 
official  levels  both  for  insurance  purposes  and  for  flood  plain  management. 
Two  corresponding  maps  are  produced;  one  is  used  for  insurance  rating 
purposes,  the  other  is  used  as  a  flood  plain  management  tool.  In  addition, 
the  community  must  adopt  flood  plain  management  regulations  that  will  comply 
with  FIA  standards.  These  regulations  are  congruently  provided  in  several 
different  forms  including  statutes,  zoning  ordinances,  and  building  codes. 
These  will  ensure  precise  and  enforceable  regulations  necessary  for  an  effec¬ 
tive  flood  insurance  program. 

2.26  Alternative  G  has  been  examined  as  a  nonstructural  alternative  and  is 
viable  since  it  builds  upon  existing  policies  in  the  town  of  Penfield.  The 
primary  intent  of  the  program  or  alternative  is,  (1)  to  provide  compensation 
for  flood  damages  to  existing  developments,  and  (2)  to  discourage  future 
damageprone  developments  in  floodprone  areas.  This  is  a  long-term 
alternative,  however,  and  would  not  sufficiently  satisfy  the  more  specific 
and  immediate  needs  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity.  It,  therefore,  was  not 
considered  as  a  viable  solution  in  this  area.  For  more  details  see  the 
Alternatives  Considered  Further  Section  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Report. 

2.27  Alternative  B  -  Levee /Floodwa 11  -  Under  this  alternative,  a  series  of 
levees  or  floodwalls  would  be  constructed  along  several  thousand  feet  of 
Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creek.  (The  approximate  location  of  these  improvements 
may  be  identified  on  Plate  5  in  the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility 
Study.)  They  were  set  back  from  the  creek  banks  to  preserve  and/or  improve 
the  existing  riparian  environment.  A  proposed  park/ballfleld  development  is 
also  Incorporated  into  the  plan  and  provides  a  low  damage  flood  plain  to  the 
flood  damage  reduction  system.  These  measures  would  essentially  contain 
floodwaters  and  thus  prevent  flooding  in  the  project  area  up  to,  and  in  some, 
excess  of  a  500-year  flood  event. 

2.28  Levees  were  given  primary  consideration  over  floodwalls  and  chan¬ 
nelization  because  of  their  lower  costs  and  reduced  adverse  impacts  to  the 
natural  environment.  They  would  range  in  size  from  about  1.0+  feet  to  8.5 
feet  in  height,  have  10-foot  crowns,  1  on  2.5  graded  aideslopes  and  base 
widths  of  from  15.0+  feet  to  53  feet.  In  one  case,  along  Irondequoit  Creek 
where  a  levee  was  not  feasible,  a  steel  sheet  piling  and  concrete  floodwall 
was  incorporated.  It  would  range  in  height  from  about  1*5+  feet  upstream  to 
7>5+  feet  downstream. 

2.29  Internal  drainage  would  be  collected  by  ditches  constructed  along  the 
backside  (side  away  from  the  creek)  of  the  levee  or  floodwall  paralleling 
the  creek.  Culverts  would  be  used  at  downstream  collection  points  to  allow 
the  internal  water  to  flow  by  gravity  back  into  the  creek.  Each  culvert 
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would  Include  a  flapgate  and  an  emergency  sluicegate  to  prevent  a  backup  of 
creek  waters  into  the  interior  basins*  For  approximate  locations  and  further 
information  see  Plate  6  -  Internal  Drainage,  in  the  main  report  of  the  Final 
Feasibility  Study. 

2.30  Some  channelization  realignment  is  also  necessary  along  Allen  Creek  to 
provide  additional  area  for  levee  construction.  The  newly  aligned  channel 
would  extend  along  Allen  Creek  from  its  confluence  with  Irondequoit  Creek  to 
about  900+  feet  upstream.  The  channel  would  have  a  30-foot  bottom  width, 
with  1  on  2.5  sideslopes  and  would  cut  a  gradient  to  match  the  lower  eleva¬ 
tion  of  the  3-foot  drop  structure  incorporated  to  reduce  excessive  stream 
flow  velocities.  The  new  channel  will  be  completely  riprapped,  and  primarily 
for  environmental  reasons  would  incorporate,  construction  of  a  permanent  low 
flow  channel,  inclusion  of  pooling  and  riffle  areas,  and  vegetation  plantings 
to  reduce  soil  erosion  sedimentation,  and  to  provide  riparian  shade  cover. 

2.31  This  alternative  would  be  designed  and  constructed  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  through  the  Federal  and  local  funds  and  generally  maintained  by 
local  interests.  For  a  more  detailed  description  of  Alternative  B  and  ItR 
implementation  see  the  Plans  Considered  in  Detail  Section  of  the  main  report 
of  the  Final  Feasibility  Study. 

THE  NED  AND  EQ  PLANS 

2.32  The  Principles  and  Standards  for  Planning  Water  and  Related  Land 
Resources,  established  by  the  Water  Resources  Council  in  1973  (revised  1979), 
require  a  framework  for  the  systematic  preparation  and  evaluation  of  feasible 
plans  for  addressing  problems,  needs,  concerns,  and  opportunities  under  equal 
objectives  of  National  Economic  Development  (NED)  and  Environmental  Quality 
(EQ).  See  Section  1  -  paragraph  1.22. 

2.33  The  (NED)  Plan  is  the  plan  that  returns  the  most  economic  net  benefits 
on  an  average  annual  basis.  Preliminary  Investigations  indicated  that 
Alternative  C,  the  Channel/Berm  alternative,  would  provide  the  greatest  eco¬ 
nomic  efficiency.  Subsequent  soils  investigations,  however,  determined  that 
extensive  erosion  protection  measures  would  be  required  to  implement  this 
alternative,  which  significantly  increased  the  estimated  cost  of 
construction,  thereby  eliminating  Alternative  C  as  the  (NED)  Plan.  Since 
Alternative  B  -  Levee /Flood wall  is  now  more  economically  efficient,  it  has 
been  identified  as  the  (NED)  Plan. 

2.34  The  (EQ)  Plan  is  the  plan  that  provides  the  greatest  net  positive  bene¬ 
fits  to  the  quality  of  the  natural  environment.  Alternative  A  and 
Alternative  G  are  closely  related  and  both  would  be  environmentally  oriented. 
Environmental  benefits,  however,  would  be  long-term  and  neither  plan  would 
significantly  address  the  immediate  environmental  or  other  planning  objec¬ 
tives  for  the  project  area.  Alternative  B,  however,  with  incorporation  of 
several  environmental  measures  now  provides  the  greatest  positive  environmen¬ 
tal  benefits  to  the  project  area  and  Is  therefore  also  identified  as  the  (EQ) 
plan.  See  Table  A  and  Table  B  in  Section  2  -  Alternatives  and  see  Section  4 
-  Environmental  Effects,  in  this  EIS. 


EIS-22 


9 SSB'W'SWS' 


Uw,l!i4JU 


THE  PREFERRED  PLAN 

2.35  Alternative  B  -  Levee/Floodwall  at  a  500-year  level  of  protection,  has 
been  identified  as  the  selected  plan  because  compared  to  the  other  feasible 
alternatives,  it  best  satisfies  both  the  (NED)  and  (EQ)  objectives  of  the 
project.  See  the  System  of  Accounts  -  Table  8  of  the  main  report  of  the 
Final  Feasibility  Study,  and  the  following  section. 

COMPARATIVE  IMPACTS  (EFFECTS)  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

2.36  Table  A  -  Environmental  Effects  -  Summary  Matrix  helps  in  comparatively 
examining  the  potential  effects  of  the  Stage  3  alternatives  to  the  Natural 
Environment,  and  Human  Environment  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity.  This 
table  and  the  examination,  assessment,  and  evaluation  of  alternatives  through 
these  criteria,  contribute  to  the  system  of  accounts  and  plan  selection  in 
Stage  3  planning.  These  items  are  discussed  in  more  detail  in  Section  4  - 
Environmental  Effects  -  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  See 
table,  next  page. 

2.37  Table  B  -  Comparative  Impacts  to  Items  of  Significant  Concern  sum¬ 
marizes  the  major  impacts  of  Stage  3  alternatives  to  items  (resources)  iden¬ 
tified  as  being  of  significant  concern.  See  Section  3  -  Affected  Environment 
(Significant  Resources)  -  of  this  EIS.  These  items  are  also  discussed  in 
more  detail  in  Section  4  -  Environmental  Effects  -  of  this  EIS.  See  table, 
following  pages. 


Table  A  -  Environmental  Effects  -  Summary  Matrix 


Without 

Alternative  G 

Alternative  B 

I  roud«‘^uoi  t  Crock 

No  Act  Ion 

Flood  Plain 
Management 
Flood  Insurance 

( 500-Year) 

Le vee /FI oodwa 1 1 

Natural  Environment 

Topography 

0 

0 

altered 

Han-made  Resources 

0 

0 

0 

Natural  Resources 

Air  Quality 

0 

0 

Short  term  - 

Water  Quality 

+ 

+ 

Long  term  0 
Short  term  - 

Sedimentation 

0 

0 

Long  term  0 
Short  term  - 

Aquatic  Vegetation 

0 

0 

Long  term  + 
Short  term  - 

Benthos 

0 

0 

Long  terra  0 
Short  term  - 

Fisheries 

0 

0 

Long  term  + 
Short  term  - 

Wet  Lands 

0 

0 

Long  term  + 

0 

Terrestrial  Vegetation 

0 

0 

Short  term  - 

Wildlife 

0 

0 

Long  terra  + 
Short  terra  - 

Endangered  Species 

0 

0 

Long  term  + 

0 

Human  Environment 

Man-made  Resources  &  Flood 

0 

+ 

++ 

Protection 

Cultural  Resources 

0 

0 

0 

Noise 

0 

0 

Short  term  - 

Aesthetic  Values 

0 

0 

Long  term  0 

Population  (Density  &  Mobility) 

- 

+ 

+ 

Displacement  and  Acquisition 

0 

0 

“ 

Community  Cohesion 

- 

+ 

-H- 

Community  Growth 

- 

+ 

+4- 

Institutional  Relationship 

0 

altered 

altered 

Health  and  Safety 

- 

+ 

++ 

Leisure  Opportunities 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Land  Use 

- 

- 

+ 

Public  Facilities 

- 

Short  term  - 

Public  Services 

- 

_ 

Long  term  + 
Short  term  - 

Transportation 

_ 

- 

Long  term  + 
Protection  + 

Tax  Revenues 

_ 

_ 

Access 

+ 

Property  Values 

- 

+ 

Desirable  Regional  Growth 

- 

4- 

Employment /Labor  Force 

- 

- 

+ 

Business  Industrial  Activity 

- 

- 

+ 

Displacement  of  Farms 

0 

0 

0 

Potential  Adverse  Impacts 

—  major  significance 

-  moderate  significance 


0  no  impact  (adverse),  or  insignificant  Impact  (beneficial) 

Potential  Beneficial  Impacts 
+  moderate  significance 
++  major  significance 
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SECTION  3 


AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


INTRODUCTION 

3.01  The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Is  located  In  Monroe,  Ontario,  and 
Wayne  Counties  In  Central  New  York.  The  watershed  drains  an  area  of  139 
square  miles.  The  main  stem  of  Irondequoit  Creek  has  a  total  length  of 
approximately  32  miles. 

3.02  The  Irondequoit/Allen  Creek  flood  plain  within  the  limits  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  begins  at  the  downstream  side  of  the  Route  441  Bridge  and  ends 
downstream  of  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge.  The  flood  plain  in  the  project 
area  extends  0.90  mile  on  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Includes  0.20  mile  on  Allen 
Creek  upstream  from  its  mouth.  It  varies  from  about  3,000  feet  to  350  feet 
in  width,  with  an  area  of  approximately  150  acres.  Plate  1  of  the  main 
report  delineates  the  500-year  and  Standard  Project  Flood  flooded  areas  in 
the  Panorama  Plaza  area. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONDITIONS 

3.03  The  topography  of  the  Irondequoit/Allen  Creek  flood  plain  within  the 
limits  of  the  proposed  project  (Panorama  Plaza)  is  typically  flat  and  is 
generally  surrounded  by  sudden  and  steep  embankments.  The  valley  has  a  thick 
blanket  of  glacial  debris  consisting  mainly  of  sand  and  gravel  deposited  by 
glaciers  during  the  Pleistocene  Epoch.  Five  soil  types  or  classifications 
are  found  in  the  vicinity  of  Irondequoit  near  Panorama  Plaza.  They  are: 
Collamer  Silt  Loam;  Arkport,  Dunkirk,  and  Colonie  Soils;  Genesee  Silt  Loam; 
Alluvial  Lands;  and  Pits  and  Quarries.  The  banks  of  Irondequoit  Creek  in 
this  area  are  composed  of  alluvial  lands.  Alluvial  lands  being  formed  by 
floodwaters  are  composed  primarily  of  fine  sands  and  silts. 

3.04  The  Rochester/Irondequoit  Creek  area  is  characterized  by  rather  severe 
continental  climate.  Weather  patterns  are  complex  and  change  rapidly  due  to 
its  mid-continental  location  between  the  source  regions  of  contrasting  polar 
and  tropical  air  masses.  The  meeting  of  and  complex  interactions  of  these 
air  masses  in  mid-continental  regions  can  cause  the  development  of  major 
storms  in  less  than  24  hours.  The  waters  of  Lake  Ontario  exert  a  stabilizing 
effect  on  air  temperatures  of  the  Rochester  areas.  Average  monthly  tempera¬ 
tures  reach  a  high  of  7l°F  during  July  and  a  low  of  24°F  during  February. 
Precipitation  along  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Ontario  averages  34.5  inches  a 
year.  At  Rochester  for  the  period  1931  to  1970,  the  average  annual  precipi¬ 
tation  rate  was  31.3  Inches.  Prevailing  winds  are  from  the  west  and  south¬ 
west.  The  average  annual  hourly  wind  velocity  at  Rochester  is  9.6  mph. 

3.05  Four  levels  of  air  quality  are  used  by  New  York  State.  They  are  based 
upon  general  levels  of  social  and  economic  development  and  pollution  poten¬ 
tials  in  a  given  area.  Assigned  to  each  classification  level  are  generalized 
land  uses.  Most  of  the  watershed.  Including  the  proposed  project  area,  is 
classified  Level  II.  Associated  land  uses  for  Level  II  are  predominately 
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single-  and  two-family  residences,  small  farms,  and  limited  commercial  serv¬ 
ices  and  industrial  development. 


3.06  The  Panorama  Plaza  study  area  is  characteristic  in  demography  and 
development  to  that  associated  with  the  growing  Rochester/Penf ield  area.  It 
is  a  viable,  well-developed  area.  Commercial  usage  is  predominant,  with  the 
other  land  uses  being  manufacturing,  residential,  recreational,  and  vacant 
nonagricultural.  The  right  bank  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  development  con¬ 
sists  of  Panorama  Plaza,  and  includes  several  supermarkets,  a  theater,  fast 
food  restaurants,  automobile  service  stations,  and  other  commercial  outlets. 
There  also  exists  the  Brook  Hill  and  Penfield  Park  apartment  buildings  just 
downstream  of  the  plaza,  with  several  homes  and  small  business  buildings  in 
the  area.  The  left  bank  consists  of  an  automobile  dealership,  the  Sybron/ 
Nalge  Corporation,  several  light  manufacturing  entities,  and  along  Allen 
Creek,  Camp  Haccamo.  Community  facilities  and  services  are  readily 
available,  and  the  town  of  Penfield  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  is 
developing  plans  for  park  and  ball  field  facilities  on  the  available  land 
behind  Panorama  Plaza.  The  development,  therefore,  offers  numerous  goods, 
services,  and  opportunities  to  the  surrounding  community.  See  Plate  5  of  the 
main  report. 

3.07  There  is  substantial  riparian  wildlife  habitat  in  the  area  despite  the 
proximity  of  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  development.  Hardwoods 
and  shrubs  intermixed  with  herbaceous  vegetation,  form  an  almost  continuous 
band  of  herbaceous  and  woody  plant  species  along  both  sides  of  the  creek, 
which  ranges  from  a  narrow  strip  in  some  areas  to  wider  bands  extending  land¬ 
ward  from  the  creek  bank.  A  more  extensive  wooded  area  is  located  on  the 
west  bank  where  Penfield  Road  crosses  the  creek.  These  relatively  undis¬ 
turbed  vegetated  areas  along  the  creek  provide  habitat  for  songbirds,  water- 
fowl,  small  mammals,  and  other  wildlife  (U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
letter  dated  1  June  1979).  For  further  information,  see  Appendix  H. 

3.08  The  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  personnel  in  Avon,  NY, 
have  indicated  that  valuable  fisheries  resources  exist  in  the  upper  reaches 
of  Irondequoit  Creek.  The  upper  areas  of  the  watershed  are  classified  as 
trout  waters  and  steelhead  have  been  stocked  (This  stocking  program  is 
being  terminated  to  determine  if  natural  populations  will  become  established). 
Upstream  from  the  project  area,  a  good  population  of  stocked  and  wild  trout 
exists,  and  rainbow  trout  are  known  to  pass  through  the  project  area  in 
spawning  runs. 

3.09  The  fishery  of  the  project  area  is  depicted  as,  and  a  biological  survey 
report  concludes  (reference  Appendix  H)  that,  the  project  area  is  one  of  tem¬ 
porary  residence  for  nearly  all  species  present.  These  species  enter  the 
area  to  spawn  or  while  enroute  to  other  spawning  areas  but  leave  shortly 
thereafter.  There  is  little  habitat  present  for  adults  or  juveniles  -  the 
biological  study  acknowledging  little  food,  limited  undercutting  of  banks, 
and  no  deep  pools  for  adult  game  fishes.  Thus,  with  the  exception  of  a  few 
resident  sunfish  and  minnows,  the  fishery  of  the  area  exhibits  a  series  of 
immigrations  and  emigrations  by  recorded  species. 
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3.10  Spawning  activity  of  Chinook  salmon,  rainbow  trout,  and  brown  trout  was 
documented  by  the  Contractor;  the  reproduction  success,  however,  could  not 
be.  These  spawning  areas  and  activities  (located  in  the  upper  reaches  of 
Station  1  near  the  Route  441  Bridge  and  in  the  lower  end  of  Station  3 
downstream  from  the  confluence  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks)  indicate 
that,  if  stream  conditions  continue  to  improve,  successful  production  of  some 
salmonids  could  be  expected  within  the  project  area. 

3.11  The  water  within  the  project  area  is  classified  as  Class  B  water  under 
the  present  New  York  State  Water  Classification  System,  which  indicates  that 
the  water  is  suitable  for  bathing.  The  water  upstream  is  classified  BT, 
indicating  that  the  water  is  suitable  for  bathing  and  survival  of  trout 
populations.  In  recent  years,  the  newly  constructed  sewage  treatment 
facilities  have  diverted  much  effluent  away  from  the  creek,  thereby  contrib¬ 
uting  toward  improvement  in  water  quality  to  some  degree.  However,  nonpoint 
source  contaminants  are  present  in  the  runoff  and  have  an  effect  on  the  water 
quality  throughout  the  watershed.  (For  further  information  relative  to 
existing  conditions,  see  Appendix  H  -  Biological  Survey). 

SIGNIFICANT  RESOURCES 

3.12  No  resources  protected  by  Federal  or  State  mandates  would  be  affected 
by  any  Corps  undertaking  at  Irondequoit  Creek.  Although  the  project  area  is 
within  the  range  of  several  animals  protected  by  the  Federal  Endangered 
Species  Act,  including  bald  eagle  and  Indiana  bat,  there  have  been  no  sight¬ 
ings  of  these  protected  species  in  recent  times.  The  lack  of  undisturbed 
habitat  in  the  area  makes  the  appearance  of  such  a  species,  other  than  in 
transit.  Improbable.  No  Federal  or  State  endangered  plant  species  have  been 
observed  in  the  project  vicinity. 

3.13  Unaffected  Section  122  Guidelines  Parameters  -  Section  122  of  the  River 
and  Harbor  and  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1970  (PL  91-611)  require  that  at  least 
17  specific  environmental  factors  be  identified  and  evaluated  In  relation  to 
the  proposed  project.  The  following  parameters  covered  by  Section  122  - 
noise,  displacement  of  farms,  air  quality  and  water  quality  -  were  analyzed 
in  relationship  to  the  proposed  project.  It  was  determined  that  the  proposed 
action  will  have  no  significant  impact  on  these  parameters. 

3.14  Affected  Section  122  Guideline  Parameters  -  The  proposed  action  will 
impact  on  the  following  Section  122  guideline  parameters  -  aesthetics,  com¬ 
munity  cohesion,  desirable  community  growth,  tax  revenues,  property  values, 
public  services,  public  facilities,  desirable  regional  growth,  employment, 
man-made  resources,  natural  resources,  business  and  industry,  and  displace¬ 
ment  of  people.  These  parameters  are  discussed  below,  and  in  more  detail  in 
the  Environmental  Effects  Section.  Reference  Table  A  and  B  for  additional 
evaluations. 

3.15  The  Department  of  Interior  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  NYS 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  the  primary  environmental  planning 
coordinating  agencies  for  this  project,  have  indicated  the  significance  of 
maintaining  the  natural  aspects  of  the  creek  setting  in  the  Panorama  Plaza 
vicinity.  The  creek  in  this  vicinity  presently  is  used  by  various  migrating 
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fish  species*  Should  water  quality  and  stream  conditions  improve,  it  would 
be  expected  that  successful  reproduction  of  salmonids  is  likely.  In 
addition,  the  already  limited  vegetation  and  terrestrial  habitat  makes  its 
preservation  significant. 

3.16  The  initiation  of  this  project  study  is  testimony  to  the  Importance  of 
the  community  development  and  cohesion  within  the  project  area  as  a  signifi¬ 
cant  socioeconomic  resource.  The  multiple  Industrial,  commercial, 
residential,  and  recreational  developments  provide  jobs,  goods,  services, 
homes,  and  other  opportunities  to  the  community.  The  expressed  desires  for 
the  protection  of  these  developments  were  evident  from  local  interests  at  all 
of  the  public  and  informal  planning  meetings.  The  items  of  expressed  signif¬ 
icant  concern  included:  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  water  quality,  the 
Panorama  Plaza  developments  (in  general  and  specific),  plan  economics,  the 
newly  constructed  sewer  interceptor,  the  plaza  extension  and  Old  Penfield 
Road  bridges,  the  Genesee  Conservation  League,  Quarry  Lake  and  areas 
downstream  including  Ellison  Park,  Wetlands  (downstream),  and  Irondequoit 
Bay. 
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SECTION  4 


ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

4.01  Introduction  -  This  section  addresses  the  environmental  effects  of 
the  alternative  flood  damage  reduction  measures  considered  in  Stage  3 
planning  efforts.  This  section  is  divided  primarily  into  three  parts: 

Effects  on  the  Natural  Environment;  Effects  on  the  Human  Environment 
(including  Cultural  Resources  and  some  economic  aspects)  and  Additional  Items 
of  Concern.  These  effects  are  categorized  similar  to  those  items  identified 
in  ER  1105-2-105  -  122  Guidelines.  Immediate  impacts  of  construction  are 
Included  when  relevant.  Effects  to  significant  resources  identified  in 
Section  3  -  Affected  Environment  -  are  included  within  these  categories. 
Summary  comparative  effects  and  impact  tables  are  included  in  Section  2  - 
Alternatives  -  of  this  EIS. 

EFFECTS  ON  THE  NATURAL  ENVIRONMENT 

4.02  Topography  -  Alternative  A,  the  no-action  alternative,  and 
Alternative  G,  the  nonstructural  alternative,  would  not  be  anticipated  to 
cause  any  significant  impacts  to  topography  within  the  project  area. 

Alternative  B,  the  levee  and  floodwall  alternative,  would  alter  the 
topography  of  the  area  as  follows:  Existing  creek  banks  in  Allen  Creek,  as 
well  as  disturbed  bank  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Penfield  Road  and  Old 
Penfield  Road  Bridges,  would  be  graded  to  a  1  on  2.5  slope.  Two  bank  areas 
downstream  of  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  (riprap  protection  areas)  will  be 
similarly  graded  and  sloped.  Allen  Creek  will  be  dredged  from  its  confluence 
with  Irondequoit  Creek,  upstream  for  900+  feet.  The  dredging,  resulting  in 
gradation  of  the  creek  bottom,  along  with  implementation  of  a  drop  structure, 
will  cause  the  water  in  the  creek  to  drop  3  feet  at  a  point  850+  feet 
upstream  of  the  confluence.  Some  cut,  fill,  and  gradation  will  also  be 
required  along  Allen  Creek  (particularly  along  the  west  bank  -  2,000  cubic 
yards  of  clean,  compacted  fill)  to  allow  for  placement  of  riprap.  See  the 
description  of  Alternative  B  in  the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility 
Study . 

There  will  be  levee  or  floodwall  sections  constructed  along  both  creeks  to 
contain  floodwaters.  Detailed  locations  of  these  structures  are  located  on 
Plate  5.  The  levee  sections  are  designed  with  trapezoidal  cross  sections 
having  sideslopes  of  1  feet  vertical  on  -.5  feet  horizontal  with  a  10-foot 
wide  crown.  For  the  500-year  level  of  protection,  the  proposed  levees  will 
range  from  1  foot  to  8.5  feet  in  height,  including  freeboard  with  a  respec¬ 
tive  range  of  base  widths  of  15  feet  to  52.5  feet.  The  concrete  floodwalls 
will  range  from  1.5  feet  to  7*5  feet  in  height. 

Material  Resources  -  Approximately  18,400  c.y.  of  bank  and  bottom  material 
(Alluvium)  would  be  excavated  from  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks.  This  would 
be  disposed  of  in  a  NYSDEC  approved  upland  disposal  site.  Major  construc¬ 
tion  materials  would  consists  of  approximately:  2,000  c.y.  of  riprap 
(18  inches  with  6-inch  graded  bedding),  700  c.y.  of  concrete  (floodwall), 
19,600  c.y.  of  levee  construction  material,  and  15,700  s.f.  of  sheetpiling 
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(floodwall  and  drop  structure).  These  materials,  which  must  meet  design 
specifications,  will  probably  be  obtained  from  local  sources  (within  20 
miles).  Specific  resource  locations  cannot  be  identified  until  a  Contractor 
is  selected.  Reference  Appendices:  A  -  Cost  Estimate,  D  -  Design,  E  - 
Geotechnical,  and  H  -  404  Evaluation. 

4.03  Man-Made  Resources  -  No  man-made  resources  of  natural  characteristic 
(wetlands,  marshes,  etc.)  exist  in  the  project  area. 

4.04  Air  Quality  -  The  no-action  alternative  and  Alternative  G  would  not  be 
anticipated  to  cause  any  significant  impacts  to  air  quality  within  the 
project  area. 

Alternative  B  would  cause  temporary  Increases  in  air  pollution  levels  caused 
by  emissions  from  construction  vehicles  and  related  construction  dusts. 

4.05  Water  Quality  -  The  no-action  alternative  and  Alternative  G  would  not 
be  anticipated  to  cause  any  significant  impacts  to  water  quality  within  the 
project  area. 

Alternative  B  would  result  in  increased  turbidity,  minor  introductions  of  oil 
and  grease  from  construction  vehicles,  and  minor  Increased  sedimentation  in 
downstream  areas.  These  effects  will  be  caused  by  dredging,  sloping  of 
banks,  and  the  placing  of  fill.  However,  these  impacts  are  expected  to  cause 
only  a  minor  and  temporary  degradation  to  the  quality  of  water  within  the 
project  area  and  should  return  to  preconstruction  conditions  soon  after 
construction  is  completed. 

An  elutriate  test  was  performed  to  determine  if  the  proposed  dredging  could 
result  in  significant  detrimental  effects  to  the  project  area  by  the  disturb¬ 
ance  of  bottom  sediments  and  the  possibility  of  resuspending  potential  toxins 
into  the  water  column.  The  analysis  showed  that  levels  of  heavy  metals  and 
pesticides  present  in  the  samples  taken  from  Allen  Creek  were  negligible  when 
compared  to  Federal  National  Interim  Primary  Drinking  Water  Standards.  Also, 
the  silt  content  in  the  Allen  Creek  samples  was  low,  indicating  that  large 
quantities  of  fine  particle  siltation  that  could  be  caused  by  dredging  would 
not  be  anticipated. 

4.06  Wetlands  -  There  are  no  wetlands  located  within  the  project  limits, 
therefore,  no  direct  significant  impacts  are  anticipated  on  such  habitat  by 
any  of  the  proposed  alternative  plans.  Irondequoit  Creek  does,  however,  flow 
through  wetlands  approximately  5  miles  downstream  of  the  project  area  before 
entering  Irondequoit  Bay.  Due  to  the  distance  and  anticipated  minor  sedimen¬ 
tation  caused  by  construction,  the  effects  to  these  wetlands  are  expected  to 
be  minor  and  temporary. 

4.07  Benthos  -  Alternative  A,  the  no-action  alternative,  and  Alternative  G, 
the  nonstructural  alternative,  would  not  be  anticipated  to  cause  any  signifi¬ 
cant  impacts  to  the  benthos  within  the  project  area. 

Alternative  B,  the  levee/floodwall  alternative,  will  unavoidably  cause 
destruction  of  some  existing  benthos  along  portions  of  Irondequoit  Creek. 
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The  areas  where  construction  will  take  place  are  outlined  on  Plates  2  and  3 
in  the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Study.  Existing  erosion  prone 
sandy  areas  will  be  excavated  or  graded,  and  then  covered  with  stabilizing 
bedstone  and  riprap.  This  would  result  in  some  destruction  of  the  existing 
benthos  in  these  areas  and  probably  cover  some  existing  downstream  benthic 
organisms  as  silt  and  sediment  settle  out.  These  minor  impacts  are  antici¬ 
pated  to  be  offset  by  the  introduction  of  rock  riprap  that  should  allow  for  a 
more  stable  bottom  and  side  bank  habitat  with  increased  rough  submerged  sur¬ 
face  area  for  potential  recolonization  by  benthic  organisms. 

The  benthos  in  Allen  Creek,  along  the  channel  section  900+  feet  long,  would 
be  destroyed  by  removal  of  channel  bottom  materials  during  excavation.  The 
channel  bottom  and  side  banks  would  then  be  graded  and  covered  with  bedding 
stone  and  riprap.  Although  this  construction  will  eliminate  the  existing 
benthos,  the  stone  and  riprap  would  provide  long-term  stability  and  increased 
rough  surface  area  in  this  reach  of  the  creek  for  benthic  organism 
recolonization. 

It  should  be  noted  that  reference  to  the  Biological  Survey  -  Appendix  H  indi¬ 
cates  that  benthic  field  surveys  showed  a  paucity  of  benthic  individuals  and 
a  lack  of  species  diversity.  This  data  substantiates  that  probably  only  minor 
impacts  on  benthic  life  would  result  from  construction  while,  possibly  some 
enhancement  due  to  increased  surface  area  and  introduction  of  stable  habitat 
could  result. 

4.08  Fishery  -  Alternative  A,  the  no-action  alternative,  and  Alternative  G, 
the  nonstructural  alternative,  it  is  anticipated,  would  not  cause  any  signif¬ 
icant  impacts  to  the  fishery  within  the  project  area. 

Alternative  B,  the  levee/ floodwall  alternative,  would  alter  small  areas  along 
Irondequoit  Creek  where  some  bank  grading  and  placement  of  riprap  will  take 
place  (Plate  5).  Such  areas  of  creek  bank  and  channel  would  be  converted 
from  erodible  sand  to  stable  stone.  Construction  and  related  increased 
noise,  turbidity,  and  sedimentation  would  probably  temporarily  displace  fish 
from  the  area. 

As  stated  in  the  Biological  Survey  Report,  Appendix  H,  there  is  a  limited 
permanent  fish  population  present  in  the  project  area.  Therefore,  impact  on 
fisheries  is  anticipated  to  be  minor  if  construction  is  timed  so  that  it  does 
not  interfere  with  spring  or  fall  migrations  when  fish  populations  are 
increased  in  the  creek.  Upon  completion  of  construction,  a  number  of 
displaced  fish  would  likely  return  to  the  area.  New  submerged  cover  for  use 
by  fish  would  be  provided  in  cavities  created  by  placement  of  bedding  and 
riprap  stone. 

The  proposed  modifications  to  the  Allen  Creek  tributary  will  be  more 
extensive.  The  plan  calls  for  channelization  and  riprap  (both  bottom  and 
sides)  for  900+  feet,  and  introduction  of  a  3-foot  drop  structure  near  the 
upper  limit  (850+  feet)  of  the  riprapped  channel.  Channelization  would  prob¬ 
ably  displace  and/or  kill  game  fish  in  the  construction  reach.  Again, 
however,  as  stated  in  the  Biological  Survey  Report,  there  is  limited  resident 
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population  within  the  area  of  the  creek  tributary  sampled  and,  if  construc¬ 
tion  is  scheduled  not  to  Interfere  with  fish  migrations,  only  minor  adverse 
impacts  on  fish  life  should  be  anticipated. 

Close  coordination  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  NYS  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation  biologists  on  this  problem  area  has  resulted  in 
Incorporation  of  several  mitigative  elements  to  the  channelization  measure. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  channelization  would  still  essentially  follow 
the  creek's  natural  meander  and  that  a  narrower  channel  with  a  3-foot  drop 
structure  would  be  less  prohibitive  to  fish  migrations.  The  drop  structure 
would  also  help  to  provide  aeration  to  the  creek  and  probably  create  a  pool 
at  the  base  of  the  structure  for  enhancement  of  the  fish  habitat.  In 
addition,  pools  3  to  4  feet  in  depth,  and  a  low-flow  channel  will  be 
constructed  to  provide  cover  and  access  in  the  creek  -  especially  during  low- 
flow  periods. 

There  were  two  areas  identified  in  the  Biological  Survey  Report  as  sites 
where  salmonid  spawning  signs  existed  and  spawning  nests  (redds)  were 
constructed.  No  reproductive  success  could  be  documented.  These  two  areas 
will  experience  no  direct  construction.  Site  one  is  located  at  the 
Route  441  Bridge,  and  no  direct  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated.  Site  two  is 
located  downstream  of  the  confluence  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks.  It  is 
anticipated  that  this  area  will  experience  temporary  increased  sedimentation 
ind  related  construction  disturbances  and  may  cause  fish  to  avoid  the  area 
for  one  spawning  season. 

Both  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  are  well-shaded,  which  is  a  critical  factor 
in  reducing  creek  temperatures  during  low-flow  periods  that  usually  occur 
during  the  summer  months.  Flood  control  measures  (levees  and  floodwalls)  have 
been  designed  to  be  set  back,  away  from  the  creek  banks,  in  order  to  preserve 
overhanging  riparian  vegetation.  On  Allen  Creek,  where  major  modifications 
are  proposed,  the  project  has  been  designed  to  realign  the  channel  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  majority  of  overhanging  vegetation  on  the  east  bank.  The  west  bank 
will  be  planted  with  herbaceous  cover  or  trees  to  help  mitigate  habitat 
losses.  Information  from  the  Biological  Survey  Report,  Appendix  H,  indicates 
that  this  area  of  channel  realignment  is  composed  of  flats  that  provide  very 
little  shade  to  the  creek’s  aquatic  life. 

4.09  Vegetation  -  Alternative  A,  the  no-action  alternative,  and 
Alternative  G,  the  nonstructural  alternative,  would  not  be  anticipated  to 
cause  any  significant  impacts  to  the  vegetation  within  the  project  area. 

Alternative  B,  the  levee  and  floodwall  alternative,  would  involve  the 
construction  of  setback  levees  and  some  floodwalls  (Plate  5).  The  placement 
of  these  structures  has  been  designed  so  that  impacts  to  riparian  vegetation 
would  be  minimized.  Where  riparian  vegetation  is  destroyed,  it  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  with  plantings  intended  to  help  in  bank  stabilization,  creation  of 
riparian  stream  canopy,  and  ground  cover  habitat. 

Levee  and  floodwall  construction  will  inevitably  result  in  the  destruction  of 
some  herbaceous  and  woody  vegetation  by  heavy  equipment  or  by  covering. 

These  Impacts  are  anticipated  to  be  minor.  The  levees  will  be  seeded  with 
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grasses  and/or  legumes  to  prov.de  stabilization.  Additionally,  some  species  of 
native  weed  plants  would  eventually  invade  these  plantings,  thereby  providing 
additional  vegetative  cover  and  increased  stabilization. 

Rooted  aquatic  vegetation  does  not  exist  in  Allen  Creek  in  the  study  area  and 
is  very  sparse  in  Irondequoit  Creek.  Only  one  rooted  hydrophytic  plant  (Sago 
pondweed  (Potomogeton  peetinatus))  was  found  in  Irondequoit  Creek  and,  this 
should  not  be  significantly  impacted  upon. 

4.10  Wildlife  -  Alternative  A,  the  no-actlon  alternative,  and  Alternative  G, 
the  nonstruc tural  alternative,  would  not  be  anticipated  to  cause  any  significant 
impacts  to  wildlife  within  the  project  area. 

Alternative  B,  the  levee  and  floodwall  alternative,  will  impact  on  terrestrial 
habitats  and  wildlife  species.  The  proposed  action  will  probably  temporarily 
displace  small  mammals  and  some  birds  from  the  project  area  during  actual 
construction.  This  impact  is  anticipated  to  be  minor,  and  most  species  should 
return  after  construction  is  completed.  Destroyed  habitat  will  be  mitigated  when 
all  proposed  plantings  are  incorporated  into  the  final  design  (Reference  Section 
Vegetation  Seeding),  especially  the  area  west  of  Allen  Creek.  Existing  condi¬ 
tions  in  this  area  are  flat  and  sandy,  with  no  trees  and  little  forb  vegetation. 
Plantings  here  would  allow  for  increased  wildlife  habitat  and  production. 

4.11  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  -  As  stated  In  Section  3  -  Affected 
Environment  -  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  no  protected  or  endangered 
species  were  found  within  the  project  area  and,  therefore,  no  adverse  impacts 
are  expected  to  be  caused  by  the  alternatives. 

EFFECTS  ON  THE  HUMAN  ENVIRONMENT 

4.12  The  existing  development  within  the  flood  plain  in  the  Panorama  Plaza 
vicinity  has  been  identified  as  having  socioeconomic  (human)  significance. 

See  Section  3  -  Affected  Environment  -  paragraph  3.16  of  this  EIS.  The 
following  items  address  effects  of  the  Stage  3  considered  alternatives  to  that 
development.  Summary  tables  of  comparative  effects  and  impacts  of  alternatives 
are  Included  in  Section  2  -  Alternatives  of  this  EIS. 

4.13  Man-Made  Resources  -  Man-made  resources  are  structures,  objects,  or  sites 
which  have  been  planned,  designed,  and  constructed  by  man.  These  items  from  a 
human  environment  aspect  consist  primarily  of  agricultural,  residential, 
commercial,  public,  recreational,  and  transportation  developments.  Such  devel¬ 
opments  which  lie  within  the  affected  floodprone  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  have 
been  identified  in  some  detail  in  previous  study  reports  and  are  summarized  in 
the  Affected  Environment  section  of  this  EIS  and  in  more  detail  in  the  main 
report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Study.  From  the  Flood  Damage  Survey  of  1977, 
which  was  completed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  a  total  of  76  commercial 
businesses,  24  residential,  and  5  public  utilities  may  be  affected  by  a  flood 
exceeding  a  SPF  frequency.  Economic  investigations  have  determined  that  esti¬ 
mated  average  annual  damages  to  these  developments  (using  March  1981  Price 
Levels)  under  existing  conditions  would  total  $764,040.  For  details  on  economic 
investigation  pertaining  to  damages,  alternative  benefits  and  benefit/cost 
ratios  see  Appendix  B  -  Economic  Evaluation.  Also,  see  the  following  Section 
(4.14)  for  the  levels  of  flood  protection. 
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4.14  Flood  Protection  -  The  flood  damage  reduction  measures  associated  with 
the  no-action  alternative  would  provide  very  limited  protection  to  the 
existing  well-developed  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity.  It  is  anticipated  that 
future  flooding  and  related  damages  would  continue. 

Although  further  development  of  existing  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain 
management  policies  (Alternative  G  -  Nonstructural)  would  limit  further 
extensive  development  and  thus  additional  potential  flood  damages,  and  would 
provide  compensation  for  flood  damage  to  existing  developments,  it  would  do 
little  to  provide  positive  flood  damage  reduction  measures  for  those  existing 
developments. 

The  Alternative  B  (Levee/Floodwall)  alternative  would  provide  a  positive 
degree  of  protection.  Although  most  projects  are  initially  investigated  for 
flood  reduction  measures  for  the  100-year  event,  investigations  for  the 
50-year  event,  the  500-year  event  and  the  Standard  Project  Flood  (SPF),  a 
most  severe  event,  are  examined  in  an  effort  to  provide  maximum  protection  at 
an  acceptable  cost.  Alternative  B  is  selected  to  provide  flood  damage  reduc¬ 
tion  up  to  the  500-year  event.  See  Appendix  B  of  the  main  report  or 
paragraph  4.33  of  this  EIS  for  details  on  cost  and  benefits. 

4.15  Cultural  Resources  -  In  order  to  assess  the  Impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  on  significant  cultural  resources,  the  18  March  1980  edition  of  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  all  subsequent  revisions  were  con¬ 
sulted.  Within  the  town  of  Penfield,  only  one  structure,  "The  Mud  House,” 
was  listed  in  or  eligible  for  the  National  Register,  but  it  is  outside  the 
project  area.  In  order  to  determine  if  previously  undiscovered  potentially 
significant  cultural  resources  were  located  within  the  project  area,  a  recon¬ 
naissance  level  survey  was  performed.  The  results  of  that  survey  were 
negative.  See  Section  5,  paragraph  5.14  of  this  EIS. 

4.16  Noise  -  No  significant  noise  effects  would  occur  as  a  result  of  imple¬ 
menting  Alternatives  A  (No-action)  or  G  (Nonstructural). 

Vehicles  and  equipment  necessary  to  implement  Alternative  B  (Levee/Floodwall) 
will  generate  noise  from  operating  engines,  horns,  and  other  sources.  Noise 
impacts  will  be  localized  and  temporary  and  could  be  eliminated  by  modifying 
or  stopping  producing  project  activities  as  the  situation  warrants. 

Therefore,  no  significant  noise  effects  will  occur. 

4.17  Aesthetic  Values  -  The  aesthetic  quality  or  value  of  any  setting 
depends  upon  the  subjective  perceptions  and  value  systems  of  the  perceiver. 
Some  normative  conclusions  about  the  aesthetic  effects  of  the  various  project 
alternatives  on  the  existing  setting,  however,  may  be  stated  as  follows: 

Presently,  the  project  area  is  well-developed  with  light  industrial, 
commercial,  and  apartment  complexes.  The  structures  are  in  good  condition 
and  are  generally  well-maintained.  A  large  portion  of  the  land  area  has  been 
filled  and  blacktopped  leaving  only  a  thin  band  of  natural  vegetation  along 
portions  of  both  sides  of  the  creek.  Evidence  of  continued  backfilling, 
dumping,  and  debris  exists  along  the  creek  banks.  This  might  be  expected  to 
continue  should  the  No-action  Alternative  A  be  implemented.  Continued 
development  of  the  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies 
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(Alternative  G)  without  structural  alternatives,  could  eventually  result  In 
the  abandonment  of  structures  which  would  be  unsightly  unless  demolition 
practices  should  be  implemented.  Eventually,  the  vicinity  would  probably 
return  to  a  natural  setting. 

In  implementation  of  Alternative  Plan  B  (Levee/Floodwall) ,  during  the  con¬ 
struction  period,  normal  local  aesthetic  settings  (in  the  construction  area) 
would  be  disrupted  due  to  the  presence  of  construction  equipment  and  from  the 
noise,  dust,  odors,  and  turbidity  caused  by  construction  operations.  To  mini¬ 
mize  these  effects,  the  Contractor  will  be  required  to  work  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  and  regulations  outlined  in  the  Civil  Works  Construction  Guide 
Specification  for  Environmental  Protection  (CW-01430,  July  1978). 

Upon  project  completion,  the  implacement  of  floodwalls,  levees,  and/or 
alteration  of  the  present  creek  environment  could  have  both  adverse  and  bene¬ 
ficial  aesthetic  aspects.  Structural  alternatives  could  have  some  positive 
effect  to  the  extent  that  the  project  clears  unsightly  debris  and  discourages 
further  dumping  and  destruction  of  remaining  natural  vegetation. 

The  required  heights  of  levees  and  floodwalls  (Alternative  Plan  B)  could 
block  the  view  of  the  creek  from  the  surrounding  areas  and  would  conflict 
with  the  natural  flatness  of  the  flood  plain  terrain.  These  effects  would  be 
mitigated  to  some  degree,  however,  by  keeping  the  structures  as  far  away  from 
the  creek  as  possible  and  continuing  to  use  as  much  area  as  possible  as  a 
natural  flood  plain.  This  will  decrease  the  required  height  of  the  structures, 
and  leave  the  existing  natural  vegetation  intact  which  would  generally  be  more 
aesthetically  pleasing. 

Channelization  (Allen  Creek  portion)  allows  the  use  of  the  much  smaller  levees 
which  would  blend  into  the  creek  slopes  yielding  less  visual  obstruction,  but 
could  Impact  more  severely  upon  the  already  limited  natural  setting  which  is 
generally  considered  for  its  aesthetic  value.  Channelization  in  the  Panorama 
Plaza  vicinity  would  also  require  extensive  riprap  because  of  the  erosive 
characteristics  of  the  soils. 


Consideration  in  structural  design  including:  blending  of  structural  aesthetic 
features  to  the  existing  architectural  and  natural  settings,  use  of  gradual 
slopes  and  curves,  multiple  structural  functional  use  and  aesthetic  revegeta- 
tions  and  plantings  could  mitigate  and  enhance  aesthetic  quality  in  the  area. 

4.18  Population  (Density  and  Mobility)  -  In  light  of  the  existing  degree  of 
development  and  the  affluence  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity,  it  is  not  antic¬ 
ipated  that  population  density  would  significantly  increase  or  that  desired 
population  mobility  would  be  troublesome.  Continued  periodic  flooding  problems 
might  induce  population  mobility  from  the  area  which  would  decrease  population 
and  density. 

Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies, 
Alternative  Plan  G  -  Nonstructural,  would  discourage  further  land  redevelopment 
in  the  flood  plain  area.  This  would  induce  a  decrease  in  population  density. 
The  flood  insurance  compensation  would  provide  mobility  incentive  to  redevelop 
in  a  less  hazardous  area. 


Flood  reduction  measures.  Alternative  Plan  B,  might  encourage  increased 
development  within  the  area  and  decrease  motivations  for  relocating  as  a 
result  of  flooding  problems.  This  could  increase  population  densities  and 
mobility  into  the  protected  area.  Due  to  the  existing  intensity  of  the  area, 
however,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  implementation  of  Alternative  Plan  B 
would  significantly  increase  population  density  or  mobility  into  the  project 
vicinity. 

4.19  Displacement  or  Acquisition  -  Continued  periodic  flooding  conditions 
could  result  in  temporary  evacuation  of  people  from  homes  and  businesses. 
Continued  significent  problems  might  cause  people  and  businesses  to  seek 
relocation. 

Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies, 
Alternative  Plan  G  -  Nona  true tural,  would  discourage  continued  development 
and  redevelopment  within  designated  hazardous  areas  resulting  in  gradual 
displacement  of  intense  developments  and  acquisition  by  interests  of  less 
damage  prone  developments. 

For  structural  Alternative  Plan  B,  the  State  will  be  required  to  acquire 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  construction  and  subsequent  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  project.  Permanent  easements  will  be  required  for  channeli¬ 
zation,  levee/f loodwall  construction,  and  flowage  easements.  All 
construction  is  to  be  done  within  the  permanent  easement  area  and  no  tem¬ 
porary  easements  will  be  required.  The  total  land  area  to  be  acquired  is 
approximately  22  acres.  This  land  is  primarily  undeveloped. 

A  printing  business,  Harney  Printing,  is  situated  on  the  north  bank  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  just  northwest  of  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge.  It  is  in 
close  proximity  to  the  creek  -  approximately  15  feet.  The  instability  of  the 
sandy  soils  and  the  continuous  erosion  process  poses  a  threat  to  the 
building's  foundation. 

Structural  Alternative  Plan  B  would  require  acquisition  of  the  property  and 
relocation  of  this  business.  To  design  and  construct  a  f loodwall  and  erosion 
protection  to  protect  one  building  would  be  very  expensive  and  such  a  cost 
would  not  be  incrementally  justified.  The  firm  could  probably  relocate 
within  the  vicinity  and  relocation  compensations  would  be  made. 

The  "Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act 
of  1970"  provides  for  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property,  moving  expenses, 
plus  a  supplemental  payment  to  enable  the  owner  to  purchase  a  comparable 
replacement  structure  in  the  general  area. 

In  the  modifications  along  Allen  Creek,  two  small  buildings  would  be  moved  In 
Camp  Haccamo,  a  day  camp  for  handicapped  children,  located  behind  the 
Sybron/Nalge  property.  Moving  the  buildings  would  allow  sufficient  room  to 
construct  the  levee  and  to  tie  it  into  the  existing  high  ground  behind  the 
camp.  The  buildings  currently  serve  as  bunk  houses  and  could  be  moved  to 
another  location  on  the  camp  property. 
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4.20  Community  Cohesion  -  Continued  periodic  flooding  in  the  Panorama  Plaza 
vicinity  could  disrupt  normal  community  function  including  business, 
services,  facilities,  and  transportation.  Continued  damages  and  flooding 
problems  could  eventually  result  in  relocations  and  even  restructuring  of 
community  elements.  This  would  probably  impact  adversely  upon  the  community 
cohesion  as  it  exists  today. 

Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies. 
Alternative  Plan  G  -  Nonstructural,  would  gradually  result  in  the 
redevelopment  of  the  hazardous  vicinity  to  less  damage  prone  developments. 
This  reshuffling  of  community  elements  could  be  thought  of  as  an  adverse 
impact  to  community  cohesion  as  it  exists  today,  but  the  gradual  reduction  of 
flood  damage-related  problems  would  contribute  to  the  community  cohesion  fac¬ 
tors  in  the  long  term. 

Structural  flood  damage  reduction  measures,  Alternative  Plan  B,  would  better 
ensure  continued  community  function  which  might  ordinarily  be  disrupted  by 
flooding  problems.  It  might  also  provide  opportunities  for  further  develop¬ 
ments.  (This  could  create  conflicts  between  various  interest  groups).  In 
light  of  the  extent  of  the  existing  developments,  however,  no  long-term  devel¬ 
opment  that  would  disrupt  social  values  and  interactions  is  expected  as  a 
result  of  the  structural  flood  reduction  alternative.  Project  personnel  will 
be  transitory  and  few  in  number  and  will  not  affect  present  community 
character  or  relationships.  Community  safety  and  sense  of  well-being  may  be 
enhanced  in  the  immediate  project  area. 

Restriction  of  vehicular  traffic  and  limitation  to  pedestrian  access  at  the 
Plaza  Extension  Bridge  and  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  and  the  introduction 
of  levees  and  floodwalls  (barriers)  could  disrupt  established  travel  patterns 
or  routes  which  may  act  as  community  cohesion  factors. 

4.21  Desirable  Community  Growth  -  Continued  flooding  conditions  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  (Alternative  A  -  No-Action)  would  continue  to  Inflict 
damage  to  the  existing  developments.  Overtime,  frequent  and  significant 
flooding  could  generally  deter  sufficient  maintenance  and  modification  to 
these  structures.  This  in  turn  would  alter  land  use,  property  values,  etc. 
The  effects  on  desirable  community  growth  of  the  no-action  alternative  would 
therefore  center  upon  effects  to  the  existing  developments. 

Future  developments  in  the  flood  plain  area  are  already  limited.  First  of 
all,  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  is  already  extensively  developed.  Only  14 
acres  are  identified  as  undeveloped  and  12  of  these  have  already  been 
designated  for  a  proposed  park  development.  The  remaining  2  acres  would 
probably  remain  vacant,  due  to  its  small  size  and  poor  location  for  commer¬ 
cial  and  industrial  development.  In  addition,  existing  flood  insurance  and 
corresponding  flood  plain  management  regulations  restrict  or  prohibit  new 
developments  in  the  flood  plain.  Presently,  however,  modifications  to 
existing  structures  is  unrestricted  and  these  could  still  significantly 
increase  flood  related  damages. 

Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies, 
Alternative  Plan  G  -  Nonstructural,  would  increasingly  limit  types  of  future 
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developments  and/or  redevelopments  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity*  These 
restrictions  In  some  cases  are  viewed  as  troublesome  to  many  development 
interests  in  their  view  of  desirable  community  Growth.  On  the  other  hand, 
these  restrictions  would  result  In  avoidance  or  prevention  of  significant 
community  growth  problems  such  as  Improper  land  use  and  significant  flood 
damage* 

Flood  reduction  measures  (Alternative  Plan  B)  would  enhance  conditions  for 
the  existing  developments  by  preventing  extensive  damages  and  ensuring 
continued  community  function  which  might  ordinarily  be  disrupted  by  flooding 
problems.  Also,  these  measures  generally  provide  incentive  for  continued 
maintenance  and  improvements  to  existing  structures* 

Recreational  developments  consisting  of  ballfields  and  picnic  facilities  have 
been  proposed  for  the  area  along  the  creek  and  behind  the  plaza  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  vicinity.  Structural  flood  damage  reduction  alternatives  have 
been  and  will  continue  to  be  coordinated  with  town  officials  so  that  plans 
will  not  conflict,  but  compliment  each  other.  With  the  Alternative  Plan  B  - 
Levee/Floodwall  alternative,  the  proposed  levees  would  be  set  back  from  the 
creek  to  provide  room  for  the  recreational  development.  This  area  would  act 
as  a  permanent  flood  plain  and  would  incur  only  minimal  damages. 

4.22  Institutional  Relationships  -  Implementation  of  the  without  condition 
(no-action)  alternative  would  require  that  flood  damage  reduction  measures  be 
implemented  through  private  or  governmental  institutions  other  than  through 
this  project.  This  is  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  "Without  Conditions 
-  No  Action"  subsection  of  Section  2  -  Alternatives  -  of  this  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Implementation  of  Alternative  Plan  G,  the  nonstructural  alternative,  (Flood 
Insurance  and  Flood  Plain  Management)  would  require  significant  reorganiza¬ 
tion  and  cooperation  between  and  within  the  various  levels  of  governmental 
planning  agencies.  See  Alternative  G  in  the  Alternatives  Considered  Further 
section  of  the  main  report  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Study. 

The  primary  effect  on  the  formal  institutional  relationships  concerned  with 
the  vicinity,  should  Alternative  Plan  B,  the  Levee/Floodwall  alternative,  be 
enacted,  would  be  implementation  and  sustainment  of  non-Federal  requirements. 
These  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  "Implementation  and 
Responsibilities"  section  of  the  main  report. 

Alternative  B,  the  Levee/Floodwall  alternative,  would  require  the  acquisition 
of  property  and  the  relocation  of  the  Harney  Printing  business.  This  could 
have  a  slight  adverse  impact  to  the  informal  institutional  relationships  in 
the  vicinity.  (See  4.19,  Displacement  of  People.) 

4.23  Health  and  Safety  -  It  is  anticipated  that  flooding  of  similar  or  even 
greater  magnitude  could  and  in  all  probability  would  occur  in  the  Panorama 
Plaza  vicinity  should  no  flood  reduction  measures  be  implemented.  Health  and 
safety  hazards  associated  with  flooding  conditions  would  continue  to  occur. 
Depending  upon  the  degree  of  flooding,  periodic  assistance  from  police, 
fire-rescue,  health  and  utility  services  would  be  required. 
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Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies, 
Alternative  Plan  B  -  Nonstructural,  would  eventually  result  in  less  damage 
prone  developments  within  hazardous  areas,  which  in  turn  would  result  in  a 
safe,  less  hazardous  environment.  This,  however,  would  be  long  range  and 
would  do  little  for  existing  conditions. 

Flood  reduction  measures.  Alternative  B  -  Levee/Floodwalls,  would  provide 
varying  degrees  of  protection  from  flooding  and  related  hazards  and  would 
alleviate  the  need  for  emergency  assistance  that  might  ordinarily  be 
requested.  In  addition,  flood  reduction  measures  would  induce  a  sense  of 
security  and  well-being  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  area. 

Construction  of  structural  flood  reduction  measures  would  induce  hazards 
associated  with  said  construction  practices.  These  hazards  however  would  be 
relatively  short  in  duration  and  measures  would  be  taken  to  minimize  any 
danger.  This  would  include  construction  site  hazards,  movement  of 
equipment,  and  air  and  water  quality  impacts. 

A. 24  Leisure  Opportunities  (Recreation)  -  The  immediate  Panorama  Plaza 
vicinity  is  not  known  to  be  heavily  utilized  as  a  fishing  area.  Various  sec¬ 
tions  downstream  and  particularly  upstream  of  the  area  are  known  to  be 
utilized,  however.  With  improving  water  quality  and  fisheries  resources  that 
exist,  it  is  anticipated  that  related  recreational  activities  could  increase 
in  the  plaza  vicinity. 

Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies. 
Alternative  Plan  G  -  Nonstructural,  would  encourage  open  or  recreational  type 
developments  which  are  significantly  less  hazard  and/or  flood  damage  prone. 
The  town  of  Penfield  is  presently  developing  plans  for  a  park  and  ballfield 
development  to  be  located  in  the  available  area  between  the  creek  and  the 
plaza.  This  plan  consists  primarily  of  a  baseball  diamond,  several  multi¬ 
purpose  playing  fields,  a  small  playground  and  some  picnic  facilities.  See 
the  Recreational  Development  section  of  the  main  report  of  the  Final 
Feasibility  Study. 

Mitigation  measures  incorporated  into  Alternative  B,  the  Levee/Floodwall 
alternative,  would  act  to  preserve  the  fisheries  and  wildlife  resources  in 
the  area  and  potential  for  their  recreational  use  would  therefore  be  greater. 

Coordination  efforts  will  be  made  so  that  aspects  of  structural  flood  reduc¬ 
tion  measures  may  be  incorporated  into  and  contribute  to  planned  recreational 
developments.  The  levee  would  isolate  the  park  to  promote  a  safer  environ¬ 
ment  from  plaza  traffic.  Appropriate  maintenance/pedestrian  access  facili¬ 
ties  (gate,  ramps)  however,  will  be  provided  to  the  vicinity.  Utilization 
of  the  levee  for  recreational  purposes  (hiking/biking  trail,  bleachers)  was 
considered  during  plan  formulation  and  in  the  draft  reports.  However, 
because  of  continuing  significant  concerns  pertaining  to  health  and  safety 
problems,  maintenance  problems/costs,  and  structural  integrity  concerns,  this 
utilization  will  not  be  incorporated  or  encouraged  in  the  final  plans. 

4.25  Land  Use  -  The  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  is  already  extensively  developed 
as  commercial  (84  acres),  light  industrial  (24  acres)  and  residential  (23 


acres).  (See  the  Section  on  Land  Use  In  Appendix  B.)  Of  the  approximate  14 
acres  of  vacant  ^and-that  could  be  developed,  12  have  been  designated  for  a 
proposed  town  park.  (See  the  Sectton~~on-SecreatlLonal  Development  in  the  main 

report.)  In  addition,  flood  insurance  and  correspondlh^^luod-pLalrL,^  _ 

regulations,  restrict  future  types  of  developments  in  the  flood  plain  areaV 
It  is  therefore  anticipated  that  the  land  use  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity 
will  remain  largely  as  it  is,  or  will  gradually  convert  to  lesser  flood 
damage  prone  uses. 

Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies 
(Alternative  Plan  G,  Nonatructural)  would  further  restrict  development  and 
redevelopment  in  the  flood  plain.  These  policies  would  encourage  less  flood 
damage  prone  land  uses  such  as  agricultural,  recreational  or  open  space. 

Alternative  Plan  B,  the  Levee  Floodwall  Plan,  would  provide  structural  flood 
damage  reduction  measures  for  the  existing  developments  within  the  project 
area.  Although  construction  of  the  required  levees  and  floodwall  would 
require  acquisition  of  approximately  22  acres  of  land,  this  would  not  suf¬ 
ficiently  alter  the  existing  or  proposed  land  use  patterns.  The  proposed 
park  would  be  incorporated  into  this  plan  and  would  be  utilized  as  a  low 
damage  temporary  flood  plain  area.  It  too,  is  probable  that  the  measures 
would  increase  pressures  for  further  and  more  intense  development.  However, 
again,  because  of  the  extent  of  the  existing  developments  and  because  of  the 
increased  restrictions  on  further  types  of  developments,  as  stated 
previously,  it  is  anticipated  that  implementation  of  Alternative  B  would  pri¬ 
marily  stabilize  land  use  in  the  project  area. 

4.26  Facilities  and  Services  -  Continued  flooding  conditions  would  periodi¬ 
cally  disrupt  community  facility  services  and  require  the  services  of  police, 
fire,  ambulance,  and  assorted  other  service  agencies  needed  in  times  of 
flooding. 

Continued  development  of  nonatructural  policies,  flood  insurance  and  flood 
plain  management.  Alternative  Plan  G,  would  probably  have  little  immediate 
Impact  to  community  facilities  and  services.  Compensation  for  services  or 
damages  might  be  claimed  through  insurance  policies.  The  restriction  of 
damageable  developments  and/or  redevelopments  might  eventually  alleviate 
facility  and  service  problems  associated  with  flooding. 

In  light  of  the  adequacy  of  public  facilities  and  services  in  the  project 
area,  no  significant  or  overburdening  impacts  are  expected  as  a  result  of 
project  construction  or  implementation  (Alternative  Plan  B). 

Project  construction  may  require  the  relocation  and/or  modification  to  some 
existing  facilities.  The  sewer  interceptor  line  may  have  to  be  modified  and 
waterproofed  in  some  areas.  Telephone  poles,  and  some  utility  lines  may  have 
to  be  relocated  (repositioned).  Resulting  disruptions  would  be  temporary  in 
nature. 

Police,  fire,  and  ambulance  services  should  not  be  significantly  hindered. 
Police  traffic  regulation  services  may  be  required  at  times.  Access  to 
secondary  raods  may  be  limited  at  times  but  primary  roads  would  remain  open. 
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4.27  Transportation  -  Continued  periodic  flooding  could  temporarily  inundate 
roads  that  traverse  the  area  particularly  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Plaza 
Extension  Bridge  and  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge. 


During  the  construction  period,  (Alternative  Plan  B  -  Levee/Floodwall) ,  move¬ 
ment  of  construction  equipment  would  increase  traffic  volume,  congestion,  and 
— 14mJL£_access  in  some  areas.  Access  to  secondary  roads  may  be  limited  at 
times  but~~pTi-»*r-" jroads  would  remain  open. 


Implementation  of  Alternative  Plan  B— — Levee/Floodwall  would  not  require  the 
removal  of  the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge  or  the 'Tn^-Penifield  Road  Bridge. 
Vehicular  traffic  would  be  discontinued  over  the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge.  A 
pedestrian  gate,  however,  would  be  installed  in  the  floodwall  along  the  left 
bank  at  the  Plaza  Extension  Bridge  allowing  pedestrian  access  to  the  bridge, 
park,  and  plaza.  Pedestrian  access  ways  would  be  provided  over  the  levee  on 
the  plaza  side  of  the  bridge  also.  Vehicular  access  over  the  levee  will  be 
provided  only  for  maintenance  purposes.  Draft  reports  provide  for  the  old 
Penfield  Road  Bridge  to  remain  with  pedestrian  access  only.  Further  con¬ 
sideration  however,  will  be  given  to  the  feasibility/possibility  that  vehicu' 
lar  traffic  would  be  maintained  under  normal  (non-flood)  conditions  but 
would  be  temporarily  detoured  during  flood  conditions.  The  details  of  this 
will  be  determined  in  development  of  detailed  plans  and  specif icat ions • 
Adequate  alternative  access  routes  are  available  for  any  alternative. 


Alternative  Plan  B  also  requires  that  a  several  hundred-foot  section  of  the 
Genesee  Conservation  League  entrance  road  be  elevated  and  reconstructed  to 
serve  as  part  of  the  levee  system.  This  would  temporarily  limit  access  in 
this  area.  A  temporary  alternative  access  route  would  be  used  during  the 
modification  period.  Two-way  traffic  along  the  reconstructed  road  will  be  a 
design  criteria  during  the  final  design  phase. 

4.28  Property  Values  and  Tax  Revenues  -  Improvements  to  developments  within 
the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  would  probably  increase  property  values  and 
available  tax  revenues.  Continued  significant  flooding  problems  and  damages 
would  have  a  reverse  effect. 


Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies, 
Alternative  Plan  G,  Nonstructural ,  would  limit  types  of  development  and/or 
redevelopment  in  the  flood  plain.  This  limitation  would  probably  lower  prop¬ 
erty  values  and  available  tax  revenues. 

With  Implementation  of  Alternative  Plan  B,  the  Levee/Floodwall  alternative, 
however,  the  market  value  of  homes  and  businesses  currently  subject  to 
flooding  In  the  project  area  may  well  be  enhanced  by  the  provision  of  flood 
protection.  Property  tax  revenues  may  in  turn  be  increased  if  affected  prop¬ 
erties  are  thus  reevaluated. 


4.29  Desirable  Regional  Growth  -  The  variety  of  developments  within  the 
Panorama  Plaza  vicinity,  including:  apartment  complexes,  stores,  businesses, 
restaurants,  light  Industries,  primary  transportation  routes,  and  proposed 
recreational  developments,  provide  some  opportunity  for  regional  population 
and  economic  growth  or  sustenance.  Continued  flooding  problems  within  the 


vicinity  could  disrupt  normal  community  and  business  activities  which  in  turn 
could,  to  some  extent,  adversely  draw  upon  new  or  continued  opportunities  for 
desirable  regional  growth. 

Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies 
(Alternative  Plan  G,  Nonstructural)  would  limit  developments  and/or  redevel¬ 
opments  in  flood  plain  areas.  This  would  further  limit  the  availability  of 
development  land  and  increase  pressures  for  development  in  the  continually 
growing  Rochester  region.  In  the  long  term,  however,  these  policies  would 
avoid  future  flooding  and  many  environmental  problems. 

By  providing  structural  flood  damage  reduction  measures  (Alternative  Plan  B  - 
Levee/Floodwall)  that  provide  a  reasonable  degree  of  protection  to  the  normal 
community  functions  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  and  mitigate  or  enhance 
existing  natural  environmental  conditions,  it  contributes  to  the  desirable 
regional  growth. 

4.30  Employment  and  Labor  Force  -  Continued  flooding  problems  within  the 
vicinity  could  eventually  indirectly  affect  employment  opportunities  within 
the  plaza  vicinity  should  businesses  and  developments  seek  relocation  due  to 
continued  flood  damage. 

Should  Alternative  Plan  B  be  implemented,  temporary  employment  for  a  small 
labor  force  will  be  required  for  project  construction,  and  some  local 
employment  opportunities  may  occur,  depending  upon  the  Contractor. 

Although  no  significant  long-term  effects  upon  local  labor  are  expected, 
proposed  and  induced  continued  development  improvements  (as  a  result  of  flood 
damage  reduction  measures)  may  provide  additional  employment  opportunities. 

4.31  Business  and  Industrial  Activity  -  Continued  flooding  conditions  could 
disrupt  normal  business  and  Industrial  activities,  resulting  In  lost  business 
time  and  transactions.  Damage  to  property  and  loss  of  Inventories  would  also 
result. 

Continued  development  of  flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  management  policies , 
Alternative  Plan  G,  Nonstructural,  would  provide  compensation  for  flood 
damage  losses  and  would  limit  damageable  developments  and/or  redevelopments. 

With  implementation  of  Alternative  Plan  B,  the  Levee/Floodwall  alternative, 
local  businesses  would  benefit  from  minor  purchases  of  some  project  materials 
and  purchases  of  personal  goods  and  services  by  project  workers.  Long-term 
positive  impacts  would  include  reduction  in  flood-related  damages  to  business 
inventories  and  property,  and  reduction  in  lost  business  transactions  due  to 
flooding. 

4.32  Displacement  of  Farms  -  No  displacement  of  farms  will  occur  as  a  result 
of  this  project. 
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ADDITIONAL  ITEMS  OF  CONCERN 


4.33  Plan  Economics  -  Primary  investigations  of  plan  economics  include 
determination  of  benefits  and  costs  incurred  through  plan  implementation. 
Benefit  categories  include  flood  damage  reduction  and  possible  inten¬ 
sification  of  commercial  activities.  Average  annual  damages  were  developed 
based  on  stage  frequency  relationships  and  stage  damage  information. 

Benefits  are  the  differences  between  average  annual  damages  with  or  without 
the  project  including  affluence  benefits.  Total  Federal  costs  for  the 
alternatives  include  costs  for  channelization,  berms,  levees,  floodwalls, 
bank  protection,  and  interior  drainage.  The  total  Non-Federal  costs  are 
comprised  of  costs  of  utilities  relocation,  and  permanent  land  acquisition. 
The  ratio  of  the  average  annual  benefits  and  average  annual  cost  known  as  the 
B/C  ratio,  is  an  indicator  of  economic  efficiency  and  project  justification. 

Comparative  costs,  B/C  ratios,  and  net  benefits  are  listed  as  follows: 

(500-year  level  of  protection)  (March  1981  Price  Levels) 


Alternative 

No-Action 

G 

B 

Total  Project  Cost 

0 

N/A 

$ 

4,900,000 

Average  Annual  Costs 

0 

N/A 

456,700 

Average  Annual  Benefits 

0 

N/A 

743,190 

B/C  Ratio 

N/A 

N/A 

1.63 

Net  Average  Annual  Benefits 

0 

N/A 

286,490 

For  more  details  on  economic  studies  see  Appendix  B  of  the  main  report  of  the 
Final  Feasibility  Study. 

4.34  Several  interested  parties  expressed  their  concern  for  potential 
effects  of  alternative  project  plans  to  institutions  or  resources  downstream 
of  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity.  These  items  of  significant  concern  are 
listed  and  addressed  as  follows: 

4.35  Genesee  Conservation  Club  -  Past  flooding  and  damage  survey  reports  do 
not  indicate  significant  damages  to  the  Genesee  Conservation  Club  facilities. 
Although  the  caretaker's  house  may  encounter  some  flood  damage  during  a 
100-year  event,  and  the  access  road  and  lowland  area  (lower  than  El.  268.8) 
adjacent  to  the  creek  would  be  flooded,  the  main  clubhouse  would  not 
encounter  any  damage  because  the  first  floor  elevation  (270.22)  is  above  the 
500-year  stage  elevation  (270.1). 

No  flood  control  structures  have  been  proposed  in  this  downstream  reach  for 
the  Alternative  Plan  B  -  Levee/Floodwall  plan  for  reasons  mentioned  in  the 
previous  paragraph  and  because  it  would  not  be  economically  justifiable  to 
build  a  levee  to  prevent  minor  damage  to  one  house.  Structural  floodproofing 
is  recommended  for  structures  in  this  reach  with  this  plan. 
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4.36  Quarry  Lake  -  Dolomite  Products  Company  owns  approximately  170  acres  of 
land  north  of  Old  Penfleld  Road,  of  which  nearly  100  acres  are  open  areas  which 
have  been  or  will  be  involved  in  the  mining  process.  The  acquisition  of  the 
sand  and  gravel  is  made  by  dredging  the  resources  from  the  pond  which  presently 
encompasses  49  acres.  Processing  operations  are  made  from  an  area  encompas¬ 
sing  approximately  12  acres  just  west  of  the  pond.  The  proposed  5-year  design 
by  Dolomite  for  the  plant  is  that  the  pond  will  be  enlarged  to  60  acres  and 
that  proposed  surface  mining  operations  will  involve  an  additional  22  acres. 

This  mining  operation  involves  the  dredging  of  approximately  300,000  tons  of 
sand  and  gravel  each  year  from  depths  of  70-80  feet  in  the  pond.  Dewatering, 
crushing  and  classification  of  the  minerals  are  operations  undertaken  to  pre¬ 
pare  the  resources  for  use.  After  preparation,  the  minerals  are  either  sold 
and  removed  from  the  site  by  the  200  trucks  which  leave  the  site  daily, 
stockpiled  for  future  use  or  processed.  Onsite  processing  involves  a  transit 
mix  concrete  plant  as  well  as  a  central  mix  concrete  plant  which  is  currently 
under  construction.  Sufficient  resources  are  available  to  operate  the  plant 
for  about  20  more  years,  depending  on  the  demand  for  the  minerals.  At  the 
present  time,  10  persons  are  employed  at  the  plant. 

The  natural  drainage  pattern  for  the  majority  of  the  vicinity  southwest  and 
northwest  of  the  pond  is  into  the  pond  itself  and  then  eventually  into 
Irondequoit  Creek.  On  the  west  side  of  the  hill  located  to  the  west  of  the 
pond,  drainage  is  into  teriary  drainage  divides  which  run  north  to 
Irondequoit  Creek.  The  remainder  of  the  vicinity  to  the  southeast  and  east 
of  the  pond  drains  directly  into  Irondequoit  Creek. 

The  pond  and  surrounding  area  of  the  Redman  Plant  offer  a  considerable  degree 
of  storage  during  periods  of  high  flow  in  Irondequoit  Creek.  Under  stream 
flooding  conditions,  Irondequoit  Creek  begins  to  overtop  its  west  banks  to  the 
east  of  the  pond  at  elevation  260  and  spread  out  into  the  pond  and  excavation 
area.  At  a  water  surface  elevation  of  260  feet  approximately  158  acre-feet  of 
storage  are  provided  by  the  mining  operation.  Additional  storage  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  as  the  pond  is  expanded.  The  storage  capacity  of  the  mining  operation 
as  the  area  is  excavated  will  increase  to  approximately  220  acre-feet. 

Implementation  of  the  Alternative  B  -  Levee/Floodwall  plan  would  slightly 
increase  the  high  flows  through  the  lake.  These  increased  flows  of  rela¬ 
tively  short  duration  would  have  little  significant  impact  to  the  lake  levels 
or  to  the  existing  quarry  operations.  It  is  important  that  this  existing 
weir  action  be  maintained  in  order  to  assure  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Alternative  Plan  B  flood  reduction  measures.  A  drainage  easement  is  there¬ 
fore  required  along  this  reach. 

4.37  Ellison  Park,  Downstream  Wetlands,  Irondequoit  Bay  -  It  is  not  antic¬ 
ipated  that  any  of  the  alternative  plans  would  significantly  impact  upon  these 
resources.  Primary  concerns  relate  to  adverse  impacts  to  water  quality 
during  the  construction  period  due  primarily  to  introduction  of  increased 
sediments  and  construction-related  pollutants.  These  effects  would  be  miti¬ 
gated  through  environmentally  protective  construction  procedures.  It  is 
anticipated  that  any  alteration  of  flows,  velocities,  and  sedimentations  will 
dissipate  to  existing  conditions  before  reaching  these  resources. 


SECTION  5 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT  PROGRAM 

5.01  The  principal  means  of  coordination  between  the  Buffalo  District  Corp6 
of  Engineers  and  the  local  interests  on  the  Irondequoit  Creek  study  has  been 
through  a  planned  series  of  public  meetings  and  workshops.  Public  meetings  were 
scheduled  in  accordance  to  ER  1105-2-800.  At  these  meetings,  Corps  investiga¬ 
tions  and  findings  were  summarized,  and  input  from  interested  and  concerned 
parties  were  solicited.  In  addition  to  these  general  meetings,  several  workshop 
and/or  planning  meetings  were  initiated,  as  needed,  to  deal  with  more  specific 
problems  and  issues.  Written  and  telephone  correspondence  with  concerned  agen¬ 
cies  and  individuals  has  also  contributed  to  this  public  involvement  program. 

For  further  details,  see  the  Public  Involvement  section  of  the  main  report. 

5.02  Study  emphasis  and  scope  has  shifted  widely  during  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
investigation.  Preliminary  concerns  had  focused  on  the  need  for  watershed 
management  and  in  identifying  flooding  and  erosion  problem  areas.  See 
Problems  and  Needs  section  of  the  main  report. 

5.03  The  Corps  examined  several  existing  and  past  watershed  management 
efforts  and  suggested  the  possibility  of  implementing  a  new  land  use  and 
development  program/study  (SAM).  The  program,  however,  did  not  receive  the 
public  support  necessary  for  its  implementation.  Existing  and  other  future 
programs/policies  therefore,  remain  to  provide  guidance  in  future  watershed 
management.  The  Corps  identified  the  Monroe  County  agency  responsible  for 
implementing  New  York  State's  208  program  as  a  likely  entity  to  act  as  a 
central  body  for  future  coordination;  although  a  number  of  other  agencies/ 
programs  exist  that  could  contribute  and  provide  guidance  in  various  aspects 
of  watershed  management.  See  the  Summary  in  this  EIS. 

5.04  Of  the  initially  identified  flooding  and  erosion  problem  areas,  struc¬ 
tural  protection  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  location  was  the  only  area  found  to  be 
economically  feasible.  Several  alternative  protection  measures  were  initially 
considered.  Through  progression  of  the  Corps  planning  process,  together  with 
input  obtained  from  the  public  involvement  and  coordination  programs,  a  pre¬ 
ferred  alternative  was  developed. 

5.05  Because  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity  is  developed  primarily  with  commer¬ 
cial,  light  industrial,  apartment  residential  and  recreational  complexes, 
participants  at  the  public  meeting  and  workshops  consisted  primarily  of 
representatives  of  those  institutions  and  various  town,  county,  State,  and 
Federal  agency  representatives.  Town  and  institutional  representatives  were 
primarily  concerned  with  adequate  flood  damage  reduction  measures  for  the 
vicinity,  at  a  reasonable  cost,  and  with  the  least  amount  of  adverse  impact 
to  community  resources  and  resources  downstream.  Environmental  Institutions 
and  agencies  meanwhile,  were  primarily  interested  in  the  preservation  and 
even  enhancement  of  environmental  resources. 

5.06  For  further  details,  see  the  Public  Involvement  Section  of  the  main  report. 
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REQUIRED  COORDINATION 


5.07  Coordination  with  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resource  Agencies.  Compliance  with 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  as  amended,  16  USC  661  et.  seq.,  and 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  16  USC  1531  et.  seq.  -  These  two 
laws  require  coordination  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  appro¬ 
priate  State  Fish  and  Wildlife  agency  on  matters  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  and  project  effects  on  species  protected  by  the  Endangered  Species 
Act.  Throughout  the  course  of  the  current  Irondequoit  Creek  study,  extensive 
coordination  has  been  maintained  with  the  Cortland  field  office  of  the  U.  S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USF&WS)  and  the  Region  8,  Avon,  NY,  Office  of  the 
New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC).  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  both  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  NYSDEC  attended  most  of 
the  public  meetings  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  study. 

5.08  Several  planning  conferences  between  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
NYSDEC,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  representatives  have  occurred  relative  to 
the  study.  On  29  March  1979,  representatives  of  the  Buffalo  District  (COE) 
and  of  the  Cortland  field  office  of  USF&WS  held  a  joint  field  trip  to  the 
Panorama  Plaza  vicinity.  The  purpose  of  the  trip  was  to  further  delineate 
biological  studies  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood  Control  Study  area.  A 
joint  scope  of  work  for  the  needed  biological  studies  was  developed  by  both 
agencies  and  commenced  in  late  fall  of  1979.  A  preliminary  report  of  bio¬ 
logical  study  findings  on  this  scope  of  work  was  sent  to  the  Buffalo  District 
by  Dr.  Andrew  M.  White,  Environmental  Resources  Associates,  Inc.,  in  his 
letter  dated  8  February  1980.  A  final  report  followed  11  July  1980.  On 
20  February  1980,  representatives  of  the  Buffalo  District  (COE)  met  in 
Cortland,  NY,  with  representatives  of  the  USF&WS  and  NYSDEC.  At  this 
meeting,  various  considered  alternatives  were  presented,  environmental  con¬ 
cerns  were  discussed,  and  more  comparable  alternative  measures  were 
developed.  A  similar  meeting  (field  trip)  occurred  on  8  May  1980,  to  discuss 
proposed  alternatives  along  Allen  Creek.  In  addition  to  these  meetings, 
numerous  telephone  and  written  communications  were  transacted.  On  15,  30 
April  meetings  were  held  between  NYSDEC  (Albany),  NYSDEC  (Avon),  NYSDEC 
(Cortland),  and  Corps  representatives  to  discuss  items  of  local  cooperation 
and  maintenance. 

5.09  The  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  provided  comments  regarding  the 
Buffalo  District  (COE)  Draft  Plan  of  Study  in  a  planning  aid  letter  dated 
9  February  1977,  comments  on  the  proposed  scope  of  work  for  biological  stud¬ 
ies  in  a  letter  dated  27  April  1979,  a  1  June  1979  planning  aid  letter 
dealing  with  concerns  relating  to  proposed  structural  alternatives  for  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area,  a  letter  of  comments  relative  to  the  Preliminary 
Feasibility  Report  dated  13  September  1979,  and  a  planning  aid  letter  rela¬ 
tive  to  proposed  alternatives  along  Allen  Creek,  dated  19  May  1980.  USF&WS 
have  also  reviewed  alternative  plans  considered  in  Stage  3  planning  and  pro¬ 
vided  comments  in  the  Draft  Coordination  Act  Report  dated  2  September  1980, 
and  the  Final  Coordination  Act  Report  dated  1  December  1980. 

5. 10  Compliance  with  Executive  Order  11990,  Protection  of  Wetlands,  24  May 
1977 .  This  Executive  Order  requires  that  Federal  agencies  avoid  development 
in  wetlands  unless  no  practicable  alternative  to  such  development  exists. 
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None  of  the  preferred  plans  for  Irondequolt  Creek  involve  development  in 
wetlands  and  this  Executive  Order  is  complied  with  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
study . 

5.11  Compliance  with  Executive  Order  11988,  Flood  Plain  Management,  24  May 
1977 .  This  Executive  Order  requires  that  Federal  agencies  avoid  development 
in  base  flood  plains  unless  no  practicable  alternative  to  such  development 
exists.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  formulate  projects 
which,  to  the  extent  possible,  avoid  or  minimize  adverse  impacts  associated 
with  use  of  the  base  flood  plain  and  avoid  inducing  development  in  the  base 
flood  plain,  unless  there  is  no  practicable  alternative.  The  decision  on 
whether  a  practicable  alternative  exists  will  be  based  on  weighing  the  advan¬ 
tages  and  disadvantages  of  flood  plain  sites  and  nonflood  plain  sites.  Factors 
to  be  taken  into  consideration  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  conservation, 
economics,  aesthetics,  nature  and  beneficial  values  served  by  flood  plains, 
impact  of  floods  on  human  safety,  locational  advantage,  the  functional  need 
for  locating  the  development  in  the  flood  plain,  historical  values,  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat  values,  endangered  and  threatened  species.  Federal  and  State 
designations  of  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  refuges,  and  in  general,  the  needs 

and  welfare  of  the  people.  The  Irondequoit  Creek  flood  protection  alter¬ 
natives  are  structural  but  have  been  determined  to  be  the  only  practicable 
alternatives.  Flood  Plain  Management  policies  have  been  enacted  for  the 
area.  This  Executive  Order  is  complied  with  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  study. 

5.12  Analysis  of  Impacts  on  Prime  and  Unique  Farmlands,  CEQ  Memorandum, 

30  August  1976.  This  memorandum  requires  that  an  analysis  be  made  of  the 
effects  of  a  proposed  plan  on  prime  and  unique  farmlands  be  made  in  an  EIS. 

The  preferred  plans  for  Irondequoit  Creek  do  not  affect  prime  and  unique 
farmlands  in  any  manner,  and  this  memorandum  is  complied  with  for  the  study. 

5.13  Compliance  with  the  Clean  Water  Act  of  1977,  33  USC  1251  et.  seq.  The 
Clean  Water  Act  requires  that  the  effects  of  the  placement  of  dredged  or  fill 
materials  into  the  waters  of  the  United  States  be  evaluated  and  include  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Section  404(b)(1)  guidelines  as  described  in  the  Act.  The 
inclusion  of  the  consideration  and  evaluation  in  this  EIS  and  the  submission 
of  the  EIS  to  Congress  will  be  accomplished  pursuant  to  Section  404(r)  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  This  procedure  exempts  the  discharge  from  regulation  under 
Sections  301,  402,  and  404  of  the  Act.  An  assessment  and  Section  404  eval¬ 
uation  has  been  prepared  and  will  be  fully  coordinated  with  appropriate 
agencies  and  individuals.  The  404  evaluation  is  included  in  Appendix  H. 

5.14  Cultural  Resources.  The  requirements  for  identification  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  cultural  resource  are  contained  in  various  Federal  laws.  Executive 
Orders,  and  Guidelines.  In  accordance  with  the  mandates  of  this  legislation, 
a  cultural  resources  reconnaissance  survey  was  undertaken  in  the  environmen¬ 
tal  impact  area  of  the  project.  The  study  revealed  that  the  project  will  not 
affect  significant  cultural  resources.  Concurrence  to  this  statement  is 
verified  by  a  letter  from  the  New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO)  dated  15  April  1980,  and  by  a  Telephone  Conversation  Record  dated  12 
May  1980.  Copies  of  these  are  contained  in  Appendix  G. 
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PUBLIC  VIEWS  (Prior  to  Release  of  the  DFFR  and  DEIS) 

5.15  The  views  of  local  Interests  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  area,  as 
expressed  through  the  public  involvement  and  coordination  programs  previously 
addressed,  were  relied  on  extensively  during  the  study  planning  process. 

The  following  is  a  short  summary  of  primary  views  expressed  by  the  various 
Federal  and  Non-Federal  interest  groups. 

5.16  Views  of  Other  Federal  Agencies.  The  United  States  Department  of  the 
Interior  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  expressed  concern  for  the  water  quality  in 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  stated  that 
"any  development  within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  must  not  in  any  way 
degrade  existing  or  future  water  quality  conditions.  Any  plan  developed  must 
address  the  important  fishery  and  wildlife  resources  within  the  project 
site." 

5.17  In  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity,  the  USF&WS  preferred  Alternative  B,  the 
levee/f loodwall  plan  of  the  feasible  structural  alternatives,  because  it 
would  have  considerably  fewer  adverse  environmental  Impacts  upon  the  natural 
environment . 

5.18  Views  of  Non-Federal  Interests.  All  coordinating  agencies  and  levels 
of  Government  were  in  favor  of  the  Buffalo  District,  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
study  of  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  tributaries  for  flood  control.  The  Monroe 
County  Department  of  Planning  suggested  that  "the  Corps  should  work  from  the 
policy  premise  that  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  tributaries  are  natural  stream 
bodies  that  should  remain  that  way."  Some  development  has  been  allowed  to 
occur  in  floodprone  areas  in  isolated  sections  so  that  the  flooding  problems 
are  fairly  localized  and  most  of  the  stream  corridor  remains  in  a  near¬ 
natural  state. 

5.19  The  New  York  State  Department  of  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  supports  the 
nonstructural  measures  as  being  most  effective  in  preserving  the  Integrity  of 
the  watershed.  The  NYSDEC  also  stated  that  "it  appears  that  the  application 
of  nonstructural  measures  to  alleviate  flood  problems  may  have  a  positive 
impact  on  natural  resources.  Action  in  this  direction  at  this  time  could 
minimize  the  need  for  structural  measures  at  a  later  date.  It  is  recommended 
that  this  approach  to  the  problem  be  pursued  without  delay.” 

5.20  NYSDEC  expressed  concern  that  "a  structural  plan  for  levees  and  chan¬ 
nelization  of  Irondequoit  Creek  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  must  take  into 
consideration  the  fact  that  this  reach  of  stream  is  utilized  during  the 
spring  by  anadromous  rainbow  trout  from  Lake  Ontario  as  a  passage  to  higher 
quality  waters  upstream.  Channelization  of  this  section  will  negate  gains 
made  by  the  forthcoming  sewage  diversion.  Wide  shallow  channels  will  promote 
summer  ambient  temperatures  that  exceed  the  upper  lethal  limit  to  support 
brown  trout  and  rainbow  trout." 

5.21  In  the  Panorama  Plaza  vicinity,  local  interests  were  primarily  con¬ 
cerned  with  positive  flood  damage  reduction  measures  at  a  reasonable  cost 
with  minimal  adverse  impacts  to  existing  resources.  Alternative  B  -  Levee/ 
Floodwall  has  been  identified  as  the  most  economical  and  least  environmen¬ 
tally  damaging  alternative  and  appears  to  best  satisfy  the  local  interests. 
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REVIEW  OF  THE  DRAFT  FFR  AND  DEIS 


5.23  Filing  of  the  DEIS.  The  Draft  Final  Feasibility  Report  and  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  were  mailed  to  all  known  interested  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  as  well  as  Interested  locals  in  February  1981.  At 
the  same  time,  the  reports  were  filed  with  the  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  commencing  the  45-day  official  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  review  period.  The  review  period  extended  from  13  February  1981  to 

30  April  1981.  Copies  of  all  comment  letters  on  the  draft  reports  with 
corresponding  Corps  responses  are  included  in  Appendix  I  of  the  Final  Report 
Appendices. 

5.24  Public  Meeting.  A  public  meeting  was  held  on  29  April  1981  to  discuss 
the  draft  reports  and  to  hear  the  views  of  the  public  on  the  various  plans 
presented  as  preferred.  The  results  of  the  public  meeting  are  discussed  in 
the  Study  Participation  and  Coordination  section  of  the  Final  Feasibility 
Report. 

5.25  Public  Views  Since  Release  of  the  Draft  Final  Feasibility  Report  and 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Many  interests  emphasized  that 
watershed  management  policlesy programs  are  an  Important  issue  and  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  an  important  Issue  in  future  watershed  development.  The 
desirability  of  improved  coordination  efforts  in  this  respect  was  also 
expressed.  Some  viewed  watershed  alternatives  (a  series  of  reservoirs  or 
diversion  channels)  as  being  more  desirable  or  possibly  more  beneficial. 
However,  these  were  determined  to  be  nonfeasible  under  the  study  authority 
because  they  failed  to  significantly  satisfy  the  major  objective  of  flood 
damage  reduction,  and  ware  determined  to  be  non-cost  effective.  Watershed 
management  is  recommended  to  be  Implemented  by  the  non-Federals.  Most 
interests  agreed  that  protection  was  desirable  in  the  Panorama  Plaza 
vicinity.  Most  aspects  of  the  plan  design  were  generally  acceptable  although 
specific  modifications,  details,  and  mitigation  measures  will  need  to  be 
worked  out  in  development  of  Detailed  Plans  and  Specifications.  The  most 
pressing  concern  pertained  to  project  costs  and  development  of  an  equitable 
cost-sharing  program. 
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APPENDIX  A 
COST  ESTIMATES 


A1 .  INTRODUCTION 

Al.l  All  estimates  of  costs  presented  in  this  appendix  are  based  on 
March  1981  development  and  prices.  All  estimates  of  average  annual  costs  are 
based  on  50-year  project  lives  and  an  amortization  rate  of  7-3/8  percent  per 
annum. 

A1.2  All  calculated  amounts  in  these  estimates,  and  amounts  derived 
from  them,  were  determined  to  the  nearest  $100.  Nevertheless,  no  amount 
should  be  considered  accurate  beyond  three  significant  numbers.  Rounding  to 
the  nearest  $100  was  done  only  to  avoid  arithmetic  discrepancies,  and  not  to 
reflect  accuracy. 

A2 .  COST  ESTIMATE 

A2.1  General 

The  estimates  for  construction,  first,  and  average  annual  costs  as  well 
as  the  B/C  analysis  were  derived  from  unit  costs  developed  for  this  study. 

Due  to  the  nature  of  the  proposed  improvements,  it  was  decided  that  this  was 
the  best  method  of  achieving  the  desired  preliminary  costs.  In  an  effort  to 
minimize  construction  costs,  it  was  decided  to  make  use  of  the  overbank 
topography  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  Following  this  philosophy,  it  was 
then  discovered  that  there  would  be  a  variety  of  lengths  and  heights  for  any 
particular  improvement  plan.  Therefore,  the  unit  cost  tables  were 
established  to  facilitate  computations  through  interpolation. 

A2.2  Unit  Costs 

After  first  determining  the  unit  cost  (Shown  in  Table  Al)  for  each  of 
the  improvement  components,  a  cost  was  established  for  a  1-foot  thick  cross 
section  of  this  improvement.  This  known  or  unit  volume  cost  is  then 
multiplied  by  the  improvement  length  to  obtain  its  total  construction  cost. 

To  lower  the  amount  of  computations,  costs  were  established  for  various 
intervals  of  improvement  heights  and  a  smooth  curve,  relating  costs  to 
heights,  was  drawn.  In  this  manner,  a  cost  can  easily  be  derived  for  any 
improvement  height.  The  derivations  are  shown  in  Table  A2  for  levees  and 
berms,  while  Table  A3  contains  floodwall  data. 

A3.  TYPES  OF  IMPROVEMENT 

A3.1  Levees 

Costing  of  the  levees  was  based  on  a  design  of  1.0  vertical  on  2.5  hori¬ 
zontal  side  slopes  and  a  10-foot  or  23-foot  crown.  A  freeboard  of  3  feet  was 
added  to  the  height  of  all  levees.  A  profile  of  a  typical  section  is  pre¬ 
sented  on  Plate  Al.  The  formula  presented  at  the  bottom  of  Table  A2  along 
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Table  A1  -  Unit  Costs 

(March  1981  Price  Levels) 


Component 

Unit 

March  1981 
Updated 

Unit  Price 

Concrete 

Cubic  Yard 

$ 

297.00 

Steel  (Reinforcing) 

Pound 

0.60 

Sheet  Piling 

Square  Foot 

14.15 

Excavation  (Common) 

Cubic  Yard 

2.40 

Compacted  Embankment  Material  Fill 

Cubic  Yard 

6.85 

Stripping 

Cubic  Yard 

6.15 

Clearing  and  Grubbing 

Acre 

3,023. 

Topsoil  and  Seeding 

Acre 

3,239. 

Inspection  Trench  Excavation 

Cubic  Yard 

2.50 

Semi-impervious  fill 

Cubic  Yard 

8.15 

Backfill  (structural) 

Cubic  Yard 

6.85 

Excavation  (structural) 

Cubic  Yard 

7.75 

18-Inch  Riprap  with 

6-Inch  Bedding 

Square  Yard 

29.35 

Steel  Sheet  Pile  Drop 

Structure  PZ-27 

Square  Foot 

17.30 

< 


\ 
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Cotc/L . P .  -  2,800.00  (A)  4-  5.70  (B)  +  2.30  (C)  ♦  7.55  (0)  ♦  6.35  (E)  +  3,000.00  (P)  ♦  1.14  (for  Drainage  Ditch) 

3  023.00  +  6.1  5  >  2.50  4*  8.15  4-  6.85  4-  3,000.00  4-  1.23  (for  Drainage  Ditch) 


Table  A3  -  Floodwall  ("1"  Wall)  Unit  Cost  (SPK) 


^sT/Tf  •  0,023"”  3,239)A  +  (6.15)B  +  (2.75)C  +  (297.00)D  +  (0.60)E  +  <U,15)G  +  (6.85)H 

-  (3,023  +  3,239)  (.00048)  +  6.15  (.041)  +  7.75  (.52)  +  (297)0  +  (0.60)E  +  (14.15)  (20.0)  +  (6.85)  (.633) 


with  the  values  in  the  table  were  used  to  determine  the  unit  cost  of  each 
section  of  levee.  The  unit  costs  are  used  to  calculate  the  total  construc¬ 
tion  costs  of  the  levees  along  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  as  presented  in 
Tables  A8,  A12,  A16,  and  A21  in  this  appendix. 

A3. 2  Floodwalls 

A  standard  "I"  wall  composed  of  concrete  and  reinforced  with  sheet 
piling  was  designed.  The  steel  sheet  piling,  10  feet  long,  will  be  partially 
driven  into  the  ground  and  capped  with  a  reinforced  concrete  wall.  Freeboard 
of  2  feet  was  added  to  the  height  of  all  floodwalls.  A  profile  of  a  typical 
"I"  wall  is  presented  on  Plate  A2.  The  formula  is  presented  at  the  bottom  of 
Table  A3  and  the  values  in  the  table  were  used  to  determine  the  unit  cost  of 
each  section  of  the  floodwall.  The  unit  costs  are  used  to  calculate  the 
total  construction  costs  of  the  floodwalls  along  Irondequoit  Creek  as 
presented  in  Tables  A9,  A13,  A17,  and  A21  in  this  appendix. 

A4.  ASSOCIATED  COSTS 

A4.1  General 

In  this  study,  "associated"  costs  refer  to  the  cost  of  additional  work 
made  necessary  by  an  improvement  plan.  Since  most  of  the  associated  costs 
are  repeated  among  the  various  improvement  alternatives,  they  are  first 
derived  independently  and  then  inserted  in  the  construction  cost  tabulations 
of  each  plan.  Further  explanations  of  unit  and  associated  costs  appear  in 
the  following  paragraphs  and  tables. 

A4.2  Interior  Drainage 

As  the  result  of  measures  in  Alternative  B  impeding  the  natural  drainage 
to  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  (130  Ac)  interior  drainage  must  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  plan.  As  indicated  on  Plate  A3,  the  study  area  was  divided 
into  four  separate  drainage  areas.  For  the  50- ,  100- ,  and  500-year  levels  of 
protection,  the  same  design  was  used  while  the  SPF  level  of  protection 
requires  a  modification.  The  aspects  of  these  designs  are  presented  below. 

Interior  drainage  (50;  100,  500-year,  and  SPF)  (130  Ac) 

Area  1  -  one  27-inch  culvert  with  a  flap  gate,  sluice  gate,  and  4'  x  4' 
drop  inlet. 

Area  2  -  one  42-inch  culvert  with  a  flap  gate,  sluice  gate,  and  7'  x  7' 
drop  inlet. 

Area  3  -  one  4'  x  5'  box  culvert  with  a  flapgate,  sluice  gate,  and 
8'  x  8'  drop  inlet. 

Area  4-4'  x  6'  box  culvert  with  a  flapgate,  sluice  gate,  and  15'  x  15' 
drop  inlet. 
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In  each  area,  the  culvert  pipe  and  the  manhole  for  the  sluice  gate  will 
vary  in  length  and  height,  respectively. 


Design  Frequency 

Pipe  Length 

M.H.  Height 

Area  1 

50 

74 

11.6 

100 

74 

12.0 

500 

74 

13.0 

SPF 

97 

20.9 

Area  2 

50 

51.5 

15.3 

100 

54 

15.8 

500 

59 

16.8 

SPF 

78.5 

24.6 

Area  3 

50 

52.5 

7.4 

100 

56.5 

8.2 

500 

67.5 

10.4 

SPF 

103.0 

17.5 

Area  4 

50 

103 

7.9 

100 

103 

8.4 

500 

103 

9.1 

SPF 

118 

16.4 

For  Areas  2  and  4,  an  open  ditch  along  the  outside  of  the  levees  and 
floodwalls  would  be  needed  to  convey  the  storm  runoff  to  the  collection 
areas.  In  Area  2,  a  small  culvert  would  be  needed  under  the  Plaza  Extension 
Road.  In  Area  4,  a  small  culvert  would  be  needed  under  Old  Penfield  Road. 

A4.3  Land  and  Property  Acquisition 

The  lands  that  will  be  occupied  by  the  levees,  floodwalls, 
erosion  protection,  and  channelization  will  be  permanently  used  for  project 
purposes,  therefore,  permanent  acquisition  will  be  required.  Maintenance 
easements  will  be  part  of  the  acquisition.  No  percentage  of  the  land  values 
was  taken  to  reflect  the  acquisition  of  easements  but  rather  full  value  was 
ascribed  to  the  lands  to  be  acquired. 

The  amount  of  land  required  for  the  50-year,  100-year,  and  500-year 
levels  of  protection  for  Alternative  B  will  be  22  acres  acquired  in  the  study 
area.  The  estimate  also  included  acquisition  of  Harney  Printing  Company, 
occupying  a  parcel  on  the  right  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek  with  a  brick 
building  (approximately  48'  x  100’)  and  an  asphalt  driveway  and  parking  lot, 
and  a  16'  x  52'  and  18'  x  20'  bunk  houses  in  Camp  Haccamo.  The  Harney 


Printing  Company  will  be  eligible  for  relocation  assistance  under  PL  91-646. 
The  total  cost  estimate  is  as  follows: 

Industrial  Land,  14  Acres 
Relocation  Expenses 
Commercial  Land,  6  Acres 
Residential  Land,  2  Acres 
Three  Buildings 
Cost  of  Acquisition 

The  amount  of  land  required  for  the  SPF  level  of  protection  for 
Alternative  B  will  increase  by  7.4  acres.  Eight  buildings  will  be  acquired 
in  the  study  area,  a  print  shop  and  seven  bunk  houses  in  Camp  Haccatno.  The 
total  cost  estimate  of  real  estate  for  the  SPF  design  is  as  follows: 

Additional  7.4  Acres  of  Commercial  Land 
Five  Additional  Buildings 
Previous  Land  and  Buildings  Estimate 
Cost  of  Acquisition 

All  real  estate  estimates  were  prepared  by  the  Realty  Specialist  sta¬ 
tioned  at  the  District  Office.  The  estimates  were  coordinated  with  the  Real 
Estate  Office  at  the  Division  Office. 

A4.4  New  Pavement 

Due  to  space  limitation  the  levee,  in  Alternative  B,  will  be  constructed 
along  the  alignment  of  the  private  road  to  the  Genesee  Conservation  League. 
The  private  road  will  be  reconstructed  along  the  23-foot  crest  with  two  lanes 
and  ramped  down  to  existing  pavement  at  either  end.  Also  a  portion  of  the 
road  for  the  Brookhill  Apartments  would  be  relocated  near  Old  Penfield  Road. 

A  cost  breakdown  is  presented  in  Table  A4  of  the  total  new  pavement  quan¬ 
tities  at  all  levels  of  protection. 

A4.5  Utilities 

The  alignment  of  the  proposed  levees  and  proposed  channelization,  in 
Alternative  B,  would  require  the  moving  of  19  transmission  poles.  As  pro¬ 
posed  the  levees  are  set  back  from  the  creek  behind  Panorama  Plaza  to  create 
a  flood  plain.  The  sanitary  sewer  manholes  in  this  area  would  have  to  be 
raised  or  floodproofed  to  prevent  floodwater  infiltration.  In  several  other 
reaches  the  levee  covers  the  alignment  of  the  Monroe  County  Pure  Water's 
interceptor.  In  these  areas  the  sanitary  manholes  would  be  raised  for  main¬ 
tenance  access.  The  Monroe  County  Pure  Water's  chemical  feed  building 
located  behind  Panorama  Plaza  would  be  floodproofed.  Since  the  building  is 
all  brick  construction  with  no  windows,  the  minimal  cost  would  be  covered  in 
the  contingencies. 


$  740,000 

91,850 
1,499,760 
45,000 
$2,376,610 


$  700,000 

10,000 
600,000 
10,000 
179,760 
45,000 
$1,544,760 
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Table  A4  -  New  Pavement 


Item 

mm 

Unit 

Unit  Cost 

Cost 

$ 

$ 

1. 

Prepare  and  Roll  Sub  Base 

4,000 

s.y. 

1.25 

5,000 

2. 

4-inch  Sub  Base  Course 

4,000 

s.y. 

1.45 

5,800 

3. 

4-inch  Bituminous  Base  Course 

4,000 

s.  y. 

6.20 

24,800 

4. 

2.5-inch  Wearing  Course 

4,000 

s*  y  • 

3.95 

15,800 

Sub  Total 

51,400 

Table  A5  -  Utility  Relocation 


Item 

Quantity 

Unit  Cost 

Cost 

50,  100,  and  500  Year 

$ 

$ 

Transmission  Poles 

19 

1,780 

33,820 

Feet  of  Raised  Sanitary  Sewer 

41 

60 

2,460 

Manholes 

Total 

36,280 

approximately  36,300 

SFS 

Transmission  Poles 

34 

1,780 

60,520 

Feet  of  Raised  Sanitary  Sewer 

50 

60 

3,000 

Manholes 

Total 

63,520 

approximately  63,500 

A4.6  Channels  and  Erosion  Protection 

Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek  are  subject  to  severe  bank  erosion  due 
to  the  soil  conditions  and  high  flood  velocities,  as  described  in  the 
Geotechnical  Appendix.  Riprap  would  be  placed  at  several  locations  along 
Irondequoit  Creek  where  erosion  prevention  would  be  critical.  To  place  the 
18-inch  riprap  with  6-inch  bedding  material,  a  portion  of  the  channel  would 
be  excavated  as  indicated  on  Plate  A1 .  A  cost  breakdown  of  channel  and 
riprap  costs  are  presented  in  Table  A6. 

A  portion  of  Allen  Creek  would  be  realigned,  as  indicated  on  Plate  A3, 
to  improve  the  hydraulic  flow  characteristics.  Also  a  three-foot  drop  struc¬ 
ture  is  proposed  for  construction  in  Allen  Creek.  A  cost  breakdown  of  the 
required  channelization,  riprap  placement,  and  drop  structure  construction 
costs  are  detailed  on  Table  A7. 

A4.7  Flood  Warning  System 

A  flood  warning  system  is  proposed  to  provide  ample  time  for  people  to 
evacuate  the  Panorama  Plaza  area,  though  due  to  the  hydrologic  charac¬ 
teristics,  insufficient  time  would  be  allowed  to  install  floodproofing 
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measures.  Precipitation  and  stream  gages  would  be  located  upstream  on 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek.  An  alarm  would  sound  at  a  local  police 
station.  An  annual  non-Federal  maintenance  cost  ($1,000)  is  included  for  the 
telephone  lines  and  gage  maintenance. 

A5.  MAINTENANCE 

The  maintenance  costs  for  the  various  levels  of  protection  for 
Alternative  B  are  presented  as  both  Federal  and  non-Federal  responsibiities. 
The  Federal  maintenance  cost  is  a  flat  cost  of  $10, 200/year,  of  which 
$300/year  is  for  a  Federal  inspection  of  the  project  improvements  and 
$9, 900/year  is  for  operation  of  the  existing  gages  on  Irondequoit  Creek  and 
Allen  Creek.  The  non-Federal  maintenance  cost  is  estimated  to  be  +  1.5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  first  cost.  The  non-Federal  maintenance  cost  includes  debris 
removal,  bank  repair,  erosion  protection  repair,  floodwall  repair,  drop 
structure  repair,  maintenance  of  pump  station,  maintenance  of  vegetative 
planting,  and  maintenance  of  the  flood  warning  system. 

A6.  SUMMARY 

Alternative  B  was  costed  for  the  50-,  100-,  500-year  and  SPF  levels  of 
protection.  A  summary  of  these  construction  and  first  costs,  and  average 
annual  costs  for  each  level  of  protection  were  grouped  together  to  clarify 
the  sequence  for  deriving  the  cost  estimates.  Engineering  and  Design, 
Supervision  and  Inspection,  and  overhead  costs  were  calculated  for  the 
Federal  construction  costs.  Contingencies  were  added  to  both  the  Federal  and 
non-Federal  construction  costs. 

The  period  of  construction  should  be  less  than  2  years,  therefore,  no 
interest  during  construction  was  added  to  the  first  costs.  Annual  costs  were 
based  on  an  interest  and  amortization  rate  of  7-3/8  percent  over  a  50-year 
project  life. 


Table  A6  -  Channels  and  Riprap  Costs 

Update  to  March  1981  Price  Levels 
Irondequolt  Creek 


Item 

Unit 

Unit  Cost 

Amount 

50-year  Level  of  Protection 

$ 

$ 

Clearing  &  Grubbing 

1.0 

Ac 

3,023.00 

3,023 

Excavation 

18-inch  Riprap  with 

3,200 

cy 

2.40 

7,680 

6-inch  Bedding 

Subtotal 

4,400 

sy 

29.35 

129,140 

139,843 

100-year  Level  of  Protection 

Clearing  &  Grubbing 

1.0 

Ac 

3,023.00 

3,023 

Excavation 

18-inch  Riprap  with 

3,200 

cy 

2.40 

7,680 

6-inch  Bedding 

Subtotal 

4,500 

sy 

29.35 

132,075 

142,778 

500-year  Level  of  Protection 

Clearing  &  Grubbing 

1.0 

Ac 

3,023.00 

3,023 

Excavation 

18-inch  Riprap  with 

3,200 

cy 

2.40 

7,680 

6-inch  Bedding 

Subtotal 

4,700 

sy 

29.35 

137,945 

148,648 

SPF  Level  of  Protection 

Clearing  &  Grubbing 

4.0 

Ac 

3,023.00 

12,092 

Excavation 

18-inch  Riprap  with 

13,800 

cy 

2.40 

33,120 

6-inch  Bedding 

38,000 

sy 

29.35 

1,115,300 

Subtotal 


1,160,512 


Table  A7  -  Channels  and  Riprap  Costs 
Allen  Creek 


Item 

|*BS!3S 

Unit 

Unit  Cost 

Amount 

50-year  Level  of  Protection 

$ 

$ 

Clearing  &  Grubbing 

1.3 

Ac 

3,023.00 

3,930 

Excavation 

15,200 

cy 

2.40 

36,480 

Compacted  Fill 

18-inch  Riprap  with 

2,000 

cy 

6.85 

13,700 

6-inch  Bedding 

Steel  Sheet  Pile  Drop 

8,100 

sy 

29.33 

237,735 

Structure  PZ-27 

Subtotal 

100-year  Level  of  Protection 

1,136 

sf 

17.30 

19,653 

311,498 

Clearing  &  Grubbing 

1.3 

Ac 

3,023.00 

3,930 

Excavation 

15,200 

cy 

2.40 

36,480 

Compacted  Fill 

18-inch  Riprap  with 

2,000 

cy 

6.85 

13,700 

6-inch  Bedding 

Steel  Sheet  Pile  Drop 

8,200 

sy 

29.35 

240,670 

Structure  PZ-27 

Subtotal 

500-year  Level  of  Protection 

1,136 

sf 

17.30 

19,653 

314,433 

Clearing  &  Grubbing 

1.3 

Ac 

3,023.00 

3,930 

Excavation 

15,200 

cy 

2.40 

36,480 

Compacted  Fill 

18-inch  Riprap  with 

2,000 

cy 

6.85 

13,700 

6-inch  Bedding 

Steel  Sheet  Pile  Drop 

8,400 

sy 

29.35 

246,540 

Structure  PZ-27 

Subtotal 

SPF  Level  of  Protection 

1,136 

sf 

17.30 

19,653 

320,303 

Clearing  &  Grubbing 

2.4 

Ac 

3,023.00 

7,255 

Excavation 

21,000 

cy 

2.40 

50,400 

Compacted  Fill 

18-inch  Riprap  with 

2,800 

cy 

6.85 

19,180 

6-inch  Bedding 

Steel  Sheet  Pile  Drop 

11,400 

sy 

29.35 

334,590 

Structure  PZ-27 

Subtotal 

1,136 

sf 

17.30 

19,653 

431,078 
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Table  A8  -  Levee  Construction  Amounts  -  50-Year 
Irondequoit  Creek 


Item 

— 

Desc  ript ion 

Quantity 

Measured 

Disc. 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

$ 

$ 

i 

Sta.  51+65  to  52+00  1.5  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

31.00 

1,240 

2 

Sta.  52+00  to  53+00  3.5  ft.  high 

300 

LF 

60.65 

18,195 

3 

Sta.  53+00  to  55+40  5.0  ft.  high 

23  ft.  crest 

200 

LF 

104.50 

20,900 

4 

Sta.  55+40  to  59+50  5.3  ft.  high 

23  ft.  crest 

470 

LF 

104.50 

49,115 

5 

Sta.  59+50  to  61+80  4.5  ft.  high 

200 

LF 

79.95 

15,990 

6 

Sta.  61+80  to  61.90  2.0  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

31.00 

310 

7 

Sta.  62+30  to  62.75  2.7  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

44.40 

2,664 

8 

Sta.  62+75  to  63+00  8.8  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

150.80 

3,016 

9 

Sta.  63+00  to  b- +30  9.8  ft.  high 

25 

LF 

169.70 

4,242 

10 

Sta.  63+30  to  64+00  6.8  ft.  high 

80 

LF 

117.00 

9,360 

11 

Sta.  64+00  to  69+60  6.4  ft.  high 

580 

LF 

102.00 

59,160 

12 

Sta.  69+60  to  75+40  7.0  ft.  high 

230 

LF 

117.00 

26,910 

13 

Sta.  75+40  to  77+15  7.1  ft.  high 

290 

LF 

117.00 

33,930 

14 

Sta.  77+15  to  80+70  6.6  ft.  high 

170 

LF 

117.00 

19,890 

15 

Sta.  80+70  to  86+42  9.7  ft.  high 

710 

LF 

169.70 

120,487 

16 

Sta.  86+42  to  86+58  1.4  ft.  high 

25 

LF 

20.60 

515 

17 

Sta.  87+48  to  87+65  2.5  ft.  high 

17 

LF 

44.40 

755 

18 

Sta.  87+65  to  89+80  5.5  ft.  high 

330 

LF 

102.00 

33,660 

19 

Sta.  89+80  to  90+00  5.5  ft.  high 

Sta.  90+00  offsets 

60 

LF 

102.00 

6,120 

20 

190  ft.  to  390  ft.  5.5  ft.  high 

200 

LF 

102.00 

20,400 

21 

390  ft.  to  420  ft.  4.5  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

79.95 

1,599 

22 

410  ft.  to  470  ft.  1.5  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

31.00 

1,860 

23 

470  ft.  to  510  ft.  0.5  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

20.60 

824 

24 

750  ft.  to  790  ft.  0.5  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

20.60 

824 

25 

790  ft.  to  840  ft.  1.0  ft.  high 

50 

LF 

20.60 

1,030 

26 

840  ft.  to  905  ft.  0.3  ft.  high 

Levee  Subtotal 

65 

LF 

6.20 

403 

453,399 
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Table  A8  -  Levee  Construction  Amounts  -  50-Year  (Cont'd) 
Allen  Creek 


Item 

Description 

Quantity 

Measured 

Dist. 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

$ 

$ 

1 

Sta.  2+00  to  3+00  8.8  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

150.80 

15,080 

2 

Sta.  3+00  to  4+20  7.8  ft.  high 

120 

LF 

133.15 

15,978 

3 

Sta.  4+20  to  5+20  7.3  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

117.00 

11,700 

4 

Sta.  5+20  to  6+20  7.8  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

129.00 

12,900 

5 

Sta.  6+20  to  7+20  6.4  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

102.00 

10,200 

6 

Sta.  7+20  to  8+40  4.9  ft.  high 

120 

LF 

79.95 

9,594 

7 

Sta.  8+40  to  10+00  8.7  ft.  high 

160 

LF 

150.80 

24,128 

8 

Sta.  10+00  to  11+60  8.7  ft.  high 

160 

LF 

150.80 

24,128 

9 

Sta.  11+60  to  12+00  7.7  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

133.15 

5,326 

10 

Sta.  12+00  to  13+00  5.7  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

102.00 

10,200 

11 

Sta.  13+C0  to  13+90  2.7  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

44.40 

3,996 

12 

Sta.  13+90  to  14+00  0.1  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

2.06 

21 

Levee  Subtotal 

143,251 
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Table  A9  -  Floodwall  ("I"  Wall)  Construction  Amounts  -  50-Year 


Item 

Description 

Quantity 

Measured 

Dist. 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

1 

Sta.  71+50  -  71+60  13.8  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

$ 

373.15 

$ 

3,732 

2 

Sta.  71+60  -  72+00  11.8  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

341.25 

20,475 

3 

Sta.  72+00  -  72+50  9.8  ft.  high 

50 

LF 

308.60 

15,430 

4 

Sta.  72+50  -  73+40  8.8  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

294.05 

26,464 

5 

Sta.  73+40  -  74+30  9.3  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

301.30 

27,117 

6 

Sta.  79+30  -  74+50  9.8  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

308.65 

6,173 

7 

Sta.  74+70  -  74+90  9.6  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

305.70 

6,114 

8 

Sta.  74+90  -  75+40  10.1  ft.  high 

55 

LF 

313.20 

17,226 

9 

Sta.  75+40  -  77+40  10.6  ft.  high 

190 

LF 

321.60 

61,104 

10 

Sta.  77+40  -  80+00  9.7  ft.  high 

270 

LF 

307.15 

82,931 

11 

Sta.  80+00  -  84+00  8.2  ft.  high 

385 

LF 

285.35 

109,860 

12 

Sta.  84+00  -  85+60  6.3  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

254.10 

25,410 

13 

Sta.  85+60  -  86+50  4.3  ft.  high 

80 

LF 

222.55 

17,804 

14 

Sta.  86+50  -  86+70  3.0  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

202.60 

8,104 

15 

Flood  Gates 

LS 

10,800 

I-Wall  Subtotal 

438,744 
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AlO  -  Construction  and  First  Cost  -  Alternative  B  -  50-Year 


Item 

Amount 

Federal  Costs 

? 

Flood  Warning  System 

25,000 

Levees  and  Floodwalls  (Table  A8  &  A9) 

1,035,394 

New  Pavement  (Table  A4) 

51,400 

Channels  (Table  A6  &  A7) 

451,341 

Interior  Drainage 

263,200 

Subtotal 

1,826,335 

Contingencies  @  20  percent  + 

365,665 

Subtotal 

2,192,000 

Engineering  and  Design  20  percent  + 

438,000 

Supervision  and  Inspection  (0.095) 

208,000 

Overhead 

150,000 

E  &  D  (0.1900)  =  $83,000 

S  &  I  (0.3200)  -  $67,000 

Total  Federal  Cost 

2,988,000 

Non-Federal  Costs 

Lands  and  Damages  (including  contingencies) 

1,544,760 

Utility  Relocations  (Table  A5) 

36,300 

Contingencies  @  20  percent  + 

6,940 

Total  Non-Federal  Cost 

1,588,000 

Total  First  Cost 

4,576,000 

Total  Contractor's  Earnings  Plus  Contingencies  2,192,000 


Engineering  and  Design 

$2,192,000  (0.20)  438,000 

Supervision  and  Administration 
Supervision  and  Inspection 

$2,192,000  (0.095)  =  $208,000 

Overhead 

E  &  D  $438,000  (0.19)  =  $83,000 
S  &  I  $208,000  (0.32)  =  $67,000  150,000 

358,000 
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Table  All  -  Average  Annual  Co9t  -  50-Year 


Amount 

$ 


I 


Item 


Federal 

First  Cost 

2,988,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

2,988,000 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  (7-3/8  percent) 

220,400 

Amortization 

6,500 

Maintenance  \J 

10,200 

Subtotal 

237,100 

Non-Federal 

First  Cost 

1,588,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

1,588,000 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  (7-3/8  percent) 

117,100 

Amortization 

3,400 

Maintenance  h! 

69,600 

Subtotal 

190,100 

Total  Annual  Cost 

427,200 

U  $300  Inspection,  $9,900  gage  operation. 

1J  Includes  $1,000  for  the  flood  warning  system  maintenance. 
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Table  A12  -  Levee  Construction  Amounts  - 
IromJoquoit  Creek 

100 -Year 

Item 

Descript  ion 

Ouant i t  y 
Measured 
Di  st . 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Anount 

$ 

s 

l 

Sta.  51+65  to  52+00  2.0  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

31.00 

1,240 

2 

Sta.  52+00  to  53+00  4.0  ft.  high 

300 

LF 

60.65 

18,195 

23  ft.  crest 

3 

Sta.  53+00  to  55+40  5.5  ft.  high 

200 

LF 

129.90 

25,980 

23  ft.  crest 

4 

Sta.  55+40  to  59+50  5.8  ft.  high 

470 

LF 

129.90 

61,053 

3 

Sta.  59+50  to  61+80  5.0  ft.  high 

200 

LF 

79.95 

15,990 

6 

Sta.  61+80  to  61+90  2.5  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

44.40 

444 

7 

Sta.  62+30  to  62+75  3.2  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

44.40 

2 , 664 

8 

Sta.  62+75  to  63+00  9.3  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

150.80 

3,016 

9 

Sta.  63+00  to  63+30  10.3  ft.  high 

25 

LF 

169.70 

4,242 

10 

Sta.  63+30  to  64+00  7.3  ft.  high 

80 

LF 

117.00 

9,360 

11 

Sta.  64+00  to  69+60  6.9  ft.  high 

580 

LF 

117.00 

67,860 

12 

Sta.  69+60  to  75+40  7.5  ft.  high 

230 

LF 

133.15 

30,624 

13 

Sta.  75+40  to  77+15  7.6  ft.  high 

290 

LF 

133.15 

38,614 

14 

Sta.  77+15  to  80+70  7.1  ft.  high 

170 

LF 

117.00 

19,890 

15 

Sta.  80+70  to  86+42  10.2  ft.  high 

710 

LF 

169.70 

120,487 

16 

Sta.  86+42  to  86+58  1.9  ft.  high 

25 

LF 

31.00 

775 

17 

Sta.  87+48  to  87+65  3.0  ft.  high 

17 

LF 

44.40 

755 

18 

Sta.  87+65  to  89+80  6.0  ft.  high 

330 

LF 

102.00 

33 , 660 

19 

Sta.  89+80  to  90+00  6.0  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

102.00 

6,120 

Sta.  90+00  Offsets 

20 

190  ft.  to  390  ft.  6.0  ft.  high 

200 

LF 

102.00 

20,400 

21 

390  ft.  to  410  ft.  5.0  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

79.95 

1,599 

22 

410  ft.  to  470  ft.  2.0  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

31.00 

1 ,860 

23 

470  ft.  to  510  ft.  1.0  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

20.60 

824 

24 

750  ft.  to  790  ft.  1.0  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

2U.hu 

824 

25 

790  ft.  to  840  ft.  1.5  ft.  high 

50 

LF 

31.00 

1,550 

26 

840  ft.  to  905  ft.  0.8  ft.  high 

65 

LF 

20.60 

_ 1,339 

Levee  Subtotal 

489,365 
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Table  A12  -  Levee  Construction  Amounts  -  100-Year  (Cont'd) 
Allen  Creek 


Item 

Description 

Quantity 

Measured 

Dist. 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

$ 

$ 

1 

Sta.  2+00  to  3+00  9.3  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

150.80 

15,080 

2 

Sta.  3+00  to  4+20  8.3  ft.  high 

120 

LF 

133.15 

15,978 

3 

Sta.  4+20  to  5+20  7.8  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

133.15 

13,315 

4 

Sta.  5+20  to  6+20  8.3  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

133.15 

13,315 

5 

Sta.  6+20  to  7+20  6.9  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

117.00 

11,700 

6 

Sta.  7+20  to  8+40  5.4  ft.  high 

120 

LF 

79.95 

9,594 

7 

Sta.  8+40  to  10+00  9.2  ft.  high 

160 

LF 

150.80 

24,128 

8 

Sta.  10+00  to  11+60  9.2  ft.  high 

160 

LF 

150.80 

24,128 

9 

Sta.  11+60  to  12+00  8.2  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

133.15 

5,326 

10 

Sta.  12+00  to  13+00  6.2  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

102.00 

10,200 

11 

Sta.  13+00  to  13+90  3.2  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

44.40 

3,996 

12 

Sta.  13+90  to  14+00  0.6  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

20.60 

206 

Levee  Subtotal 

146,966 
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Table  A13  -  Floodwall  (I-Wall)  Construction  Amounts  -  100-Year 


Item 

Description 

Quantity 

Measured 

Dist. 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

$ 

$ 

1 

Sta.  71+50  -  71+60  14.3  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

381.15 

3,812 

2 

Sta.  71+60  -  72+00  12.3  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

348.50 

20,910 

3 

Sta.  72+00  -  72+50  10.3  ft.  high 

50 

LF 

316.55 

15,828 

4 

Sta.  72+50  -  73+40  9.3  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

301.35 

27,122 

5 

Sta.  73+40  -  74+30  9.8  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

308.65 

27,778 

6 

Sta.  74+30  -  74+50  10.3  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

316.55 

6,331 

7 

Sta.  74+70  -  74+90  10.1  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

313.20 

6,264 

8 

Sta.  74+90  -  75+40  10.6  ft.  high 

55 

LF 

321.60 

17,688 

9 

Sta.  75+40  -  77+40  11.1  ft.  high 

190 

LF 

331.10 

62,909 

10 

Sta.  77+40  -  80+00  10.2  ft.  high 

270 

LF 

314.85 

85,010 

11 

Sta.  80+00  -  84+00  8.7  ft.  high 

385 

LF 

292.60 

112,651 

12 

Sta.  84+00  -  85+60  6.8  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

261.45 

26,145 

13 

Sta.  85+60  -  86+50  4.8  ft.  high 

80 

LF 

231.65 

18,532 

14 

Sta.  86+50  -  86+70  3.4  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

208.40 

8,336 

15 

Flood  Gates 

LS 

10.800 

I-Wall  Subtotal 

450,116 
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A14  -  Construction  and  First  Cost  -  Alternative  B  -  100-Year 


Item 

Amount 

Federal  Costs 

$ 

Flood  Warning  System 

25,000 

Levees  and  Floodwalls  (Table  A12  &  A13) 

1,086,447 

New  Pavement  (Table  A4) 

51,400 

Channels  (Table  A6  &  A7) 

457,211 

Interior  Drainage 

267,300 

Subtotal 

1,887,358 

Contingencies  @  20  percent  + 

377,642 

Subtotal 

2,265,000 

Engineering  and  Design  20  percent  + 

453,000 

Supervision  and  Inspection  (0.095) 

213,000 

Overhead 

154,000 

E  &  D  (0.1900)  =  $86,000 

S  &  I  (0.3200)  *  $68,000 

Total  Federal  Cost 

3,085,000 

Non-Federal  Costs 

Lands  and  Damages  (including  contingencies) 

1,544,760 

Utility  Relocations  (Table  A5) 

36,300 

Contingencies  @  20  percent  + 

6,940 

Total  Non-Federal  Cost 

1,588,000 

Total  First  Cost 

4,673,000 

Total  Contractor's  Earnings  Plus  Contingencies  2,265,000 

Engineering  and  Design 

$2,265,000  (0.20)  453,000 

Supervision  and  Administration 
Supervision  and  Inspection 
$2,265,000  (0.094) 

Overhead 

E  &  D  $453,000  (0.19)  = 

S  &  I  $213,000  (0.32)  = 


367,000 


=  $213,000 

$86,000 

68,000 

$154,000 


\ 
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Table  A15  -  Average  Annual  Cost  -  100-Year 


Item 

Amount 

$ 

Federal 

First  Cost 

3,085,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

3,085,000 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  (7-3/8  percent) 

227,500 

Amortization 

6,700 

Maintenance  i./ 

10,200 

Subtotal 

244,400 

Non-Federal 

First  Cost 

1,588,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

1,588,000 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  (7-3/8  percent) 

117,100 

Amortization 

3,400 

Maintenance  U 

71,100 

Subtotal 

191,600 

Total  Annual  Cost 

436,000 

U  $300  inspection,  $9,900  gage  operation. 

2J  Includes  $1,000  for  the  flood  warning  system  maintenance. 
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Table  Alb  -  Levee  Const  rue 1 1 on  Amounts  -  500-Year 
Irondequoit  Creek 


I  tern 

Description 

juant Lty 
Measured 

Dist. 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

i 

Sea.  51+65  to  52+00  3.0  ft.  high 

40 

Li' 

S 

44.40 

$ 

1,776 

2 

Sta.  52+00  to  53+00  5.0  ft.  high 

300 

LF 

79.95 

23,985 

3 

Sta.  53+00  to  55+40  6.5  ft.  high 

23  ft.  crest 

200 

LF 

151.75 

30,350 

4 

Sta.  55+40  to  59+50  6.8  ft.  high 

23  ft.  crest 

470 

LF 

151.75 

71,322 

5 

Sta.  59+50  to  61+80  6.0  ft.  high 

200 

LF 

102.00 

20 , 400 

6 

Sta.  61+80  to  61+90  3.5  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

60.65 

606 

7 

Sta.  62+30  to  62+75  4.2  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

60.65 

3,639 

8 

Sta.  62+75  to  63+00  10.3  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

169.70 

3,394 

9 

Sta.  63+00  to  63+30  11.3  ft.  high 

25 

LF 

190. 10 

4,752 

10 

Sta.  63+30  to  64+00  8.3  ft.  high 

80 

LF 

133.15 

10,652 

11 

Sta.  64+00  to  69+60  7.9  ft.  high 

580 

LF 

133.15 

77,227 

12 

Sta.  69+60  to  75+40  8.5  ft.  high 

230 

LF 

150.80 

34,684 

13 

Sta.  75+40  to  77+15  8.6  ft.  high 

290 

LF 

133.15 

38,614 

14 

Sta.  77+15  to  80+70  8.1  ft.  hlgt 

170 

LF 

133.15 

22,636 

15 

Sta.  80+70  to  86+42  11.2  ft.  high 

710 

LF 

190.10 

134,971 

16 

Sta.  86+42  to  86+58  2.9  ft.  high 

25 

LF 

44.40 

1,110 

17 

Sta.  87+48  to  87+65  4.0  ft.  high 

17 

LF 

60.65 

1,031 

18 

Sta.  87+65  to  89+80  7.0  ft.  high 

330 

LF 

117.00 

38,610 

19 

Sta.  89+80  to  90+00  7.0  ft.  high 

Sta.  90+00  Offsets 

60 

LF 

117.00 

7,020 

20 

190  ft.  to  390  ft.  7.0  ft.  high 

200 

LF 

117.00 

23,400 

21 

390  ft.  to  410  ft.  6.0  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

102.00 

2,040 

22 

410  ft.  to  470  ft.  3.0  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

44.40 

2 , 6b4 

23 

470  ft.  to  510  ft.  2.0  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

31.00 

1,240 

24 

750  ft.  to  790  ft.  2.0  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

31.00 

1,240 

25 

790  ft.  to  840  ft.  2.5  ft.  high 

50 

LF 

44.40 

2,220 

26 

840  ft.  to  905  ft.  1.8  ft.  high 

Levee  Subtotal 

65 

LF 

31.00 

2,015 

561,598 
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Table  A16  -  Levee  Construction  Amounts  -  500-Year  (Cont'd) 
Allen  Creek 


Item 

Description 

Quantity 

Measured 

Dist. 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

1 

Sta.  2+00  to  3+00  10.3  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

$ 

169.70 

$ 

16,970 

2 

Sta.  3+00  to  4+20  9.3  ft.  high 

120 

LF 

150.80 

18,096 

3 

Sta.  4+20  to  5+20  8.8  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

150.80 

15,080 

4 

Sta.  5+20  to  6+20  9.3  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

150.80 

15,080 

5 

Sta.  6+20  to  7+20  7.9  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

133.15 

13,315 

6 

Sta.  7+20  to  8+40  6.4  ft.  high 

120 

LF 

102.00 

12,240 

7 

Sta.  8+40  to  10+00  10.2  ft.  high 

160 

LF 

169.70 

27,152 

8 

Sta.  10+00  to  11+60  10.2  ft.  high 

160 

LF 

169.70 

27,152 

9 

Sta.  11+60  to  12+00  9.2  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

150.80 

6,032 

10 

Sta.  12+00  to  13+00  7.2  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

117.00 

11,700 

11 

Sta.  13+00  to  13+90  4.2  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

60.65 

5,458 

12 

Sta.  13+90  to  14+00  1.6  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

31.00 

310 

Levee  Subtotal 

168,585 
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Table  A17  -  Floodwall  (I-Wall)  Construction  Amounts  -  500-Year 


Item 

Description 

Quantity 

Measured 

Dist. 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

1 

Sta.  71+50  -  71+60  15.3  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

$ 

395.70 

$ 

3,957 

2 

Sta.  71+60  -  72+00  13.3  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

364.10 

21,846 

3 

Sta.  72+00  -  72+50  11.3  ft.  high 

50 

LF 

334.00 

16,700 

4 

Sta.  72+50  -  73+40  10.3  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

316.55 

28,490 

5 

Sta.  73+40  -  74+30  10.8  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

324.95 

29,246 

6 

Sta.  74+30  -  74+50  11.3  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

334.00 

6,680 

7 

Sta.  74+70  -  74+90  11.1  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

331.10 

6,622 

8 

Sta.  74+90  -  75+40  11.6  ft.  high 

55 

LF 

352.85 

19,407 

9 

Sta.  75+40  -  77+40  12.1  ft.  high 

190 

LF 

345.60 

65,664 

10 

Sta.  77+40  -  80+00  11.2  ft.  high 

270 

LF 

332.55 

89,788 

11 

Sta.  80+00  -  84+00  9.7  ft.  high 

385 

LF 

307.15 

118,253 

12 

Sta.  84+00  -  85+60  7.8  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

278.80 

27,880 

13 

Sta.  85+60  -  86+50  5.8  ft.  high 

80 

LF 

246.85 

19,748 

14 

Sta.  86+50  -  86+70  4.4  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

224.40 

8,976 

15 

Flood  Gates 

I-Wall  Subtotal 

LS 

10,800 

474,056 
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A18  -  Construction  and  First  Cost  -  Alternative  B  -  500-Year 


Item 

Amount 

Federal  Costs 

$ 

Floodwarning  System 

25,000 

Levees  and  Floodwalls  (Table  A16  &  A17) 

1,204,240 

New  Pavement  (Table  A4) 

51,400 

Channels  (Table  A6  &  A7 ) 

468,951 

Interior  Drainage 

283,200 

Subtotal 

2,032,791 

Contingencies  @  20  percent  + 

402,209 

Subtotal 

2,435,000 

Engineering  and  Design  20  percent  + 

485,000 

Supervision  and  Inspection  (0.093) 

227,000 

Overhead 

161,000 

E  &  D  (0.1900)  =  $91,000 

S  &  I  (0.3200)  =  $69,000 

Total  Federal  Cost 

3,312,000 

Non-Federal  Costs 

Lands  and  Damages  (including  contingencies) 

1,544,760 

Utility  Relocations  (Table  A5) 

36,300 

Contingencies  @  20  percent  + 

6,940 

Total  Non-Federal  Cost 

1,588,000 

Total  First  Cost 

4,900,000 

Total  Contractor's  Earnings  Plus  Contingencies  2,435,000 


Engineering  and  Design 

$2,435,000  (0.199)  =  485,000 

Supervision  and  Administration 
Supervision  and  Inspection 
$2,439,000  (0.093) 

Overhead 

E  &  D  $485,000  (0.19)  -  $92,000 
S  &  1  $227,000  (0.32)  =  $73,000 


$227,000 


165,000 


392,000 
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Table  A19  -  Average  Annual  Cost  -  500-Year 


Item 

Amount 

Federal 

$ 

First  Cost 

3,312,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

3,312,000 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  (7-3/8  percent) 

244,300 

Amortization 

7,200 

Maintenance  \J 

10,200 

Subtotal 

261,700 

Non-Federal 

First  Cost 

1,588,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

1,588,000 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  (7-3/8  percent) 

117,100 

Amortization 

3,400 

Maintenance  2J 

74,500 

Subtotal 

195,000 

Total  Annual  Cost 

456,700 

$300  inspection,  $9,900  gage  operation. 

U  Includes  $1,000  for  the  flood  warning  system  maintenance. 


A-27 


Table  A20  -  Levee  Construction  Amounts  -  SPF  -  Irondequoit  Creek 


Unit 

Description 

Quantity 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

Levees 

Meas.  Dist. 

$ 

$ 

1 

Sta.  49+90  to  50+10  3.5  ft.  high 

25 

LF 

60.65 

1,516 

2 

Sta.  50+10  to  53+58  10  ft.  high 

415 

LF 

169.70 

70,426 

3 

Sta.  53+58  to  54+50  10  ft.  high 

23  ft.  crest 

210 

LF 

207.90 

43,659 

4 

Sta.  54+70  to  56+20  13  ft.  high 

23  ft.  crest 

235 

LF 

286.30 

67,280 

5 

Sta.  56+20  to  58+30  13  ft.  high 

23  ft.  crest 

340 

LF 

286.30 

97,342 

6 

Sta.  58+30  to  60+95  15  ft.  high 

10  ft.  crest 

190 

LF 

285.05 

54,160 

7 

Sta.  60+95  to  61+80  16  ft.  high 

85 

LF 

312.70 

26,580 

8 

Sta.  62+35  to  71+65  15  ft.  high 

720 

LF 

285.05 

205,236 

9 

Sta.  71+65  to  77+15  15  ft.  high 

540 

LF 

285.05 

153,927 

10 

Sta.  79+30  to  86+80  16  ft.  high 

880 

LF 

312.70 

275,176 

11 

Sta.  87+00  to  90+45  15  ft.  high 

345 

LF 

285.05 

98,342 

12 

Sta.  90+45  to  91+40  16  ft.  high 

90 

LF 

312.70 

OO 

CVJ 

13 

Sta.  91+40  to  92+00  15  ft.  high 

70 

LF 

285.05 

19,954 

14 

Sta.  92+00  to  92+20  17  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

341.35 

6,827 

15 

Sta.  92+20  to  95+35  17  ft.  high 

305 

LF 

341.35 

104,112 

16 

Sta.  95+35  to  100+50  15ft.  high 

510 

LF 

285.05 

88,366 

17 

Sta.  100+50  to  100+70  11  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

190.10 

3,802 

18 

Sta.  100+70  to  100+90  9  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

150.80 

3,016 

19 

Sta.  100+90  to  101+006  6  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

102.00 

1,020 

20 

Sta.  87+00  to  87+25  10  ft.  high 

25 

LF 

169.70 

4,242 

21 

Sta.  87+25  to  90+70  15  ft.  high 

340 

LF 

285.05 

96,917 

1,450,043 
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Table  A20  -  Levee  Construction  Amounts  -  SPF  -  Irondequoit  Creek  (Con'd) 


Unit 

Description 

Quantity 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

Levees 

Meas.  Dist. 

$ 

$ 

22 

Sta.  90+70  to  91+35  13  ft.  high 

70 

LF 

234.85 

16,440 

23 

Sta.  91+35  to  95+75  8  ft.  high 

450 

LF 

133.15 

59,918 

24 

Sta.  95+75  to  97+75  6  ft.  high 

200 

LF 

102.00 

20,400 

25 

Sta.  97+75  to  98+20  11  ft.  high 

50 

LF 

O 

iH 

• 

o 

05 

1 

9,505 

26 

Sta.  98+20  to  98+70  15  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

285.05 

11,402 

27 

Sta.  98+70  to  100+00  11  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

190.10 

7,604 

28 

Sta.  100+00  to  100+30  2  ft.  high 

30 

LF 

31.00 

930 

Levees  Subtotal 

1,576,242 

Levee  Construction  Amounts  -  SPF  -  Allen  Creek 


1 

Sta.  1+50  to  2+95  18  ft.  high 

Meas.  Dist. 

140 

LF 

$ 

371.15 

$ 

51,961 

2 

Sta.  2+95  to  3+85  16  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

312.70 

31,270 

3 

Sta.  3+85  to  6+85  18  ft.  high 

305 

LF 

371.15 

113,201 

4 

Sta.  6+85  to  9+25  17  ft.  high 

315 

LF 

341.35 

107,525 

5 

Sta.  9+25  to  10+20  12  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

211.75 

21,175 

6 

Sta.  10+20  to  11+20  10  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

169.70 

16,970 

7 

Sta.  11+20  to  12+10  8  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

133.15 

13,315 

8 

Sta.  12+10  to  12+75  6  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

102.00 

6,120 

9 

Sta.  12+25  to  13+25  4  ft.  high 

60 

LF 

60.65 

3,639 

10 

Sta.  13+25  to  13+65  2  ft.  high 

40 

LF 

31.00 

1,240 

1 1 

Sta.  13+65  to  13+75  5  ft.  high 

10 

LF 

20.60 

206 

Levee  Subtotal 

366,622 
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Table  A2 1  -  Floodwall  (1  Wall)  Construction  Amounts  -  SPF 


Unit 

Description 

Quantity 

Unit 

Unit 

Price 

Amount 

Meas.  Dist. 

$ 

$ 

1 

Sta.  70+65  to  71+40  11  ft.  high 

80 

LF 

624.95 

49,996 

2 

Sta.  71+40  to  72+00  20  ft.  high 

70 

LF 

835.55 

58,488 

3 

Sta.  72+00  to  73+00  17  ft.  high 

110 

LF 

766.50 

84,315 

4 

Sta.  73+00  to  74+50  16  ft.  high 

150 

LF 

741.10 

111,165 

3 

Sta.  74+70  to  74+90  15  ft.  high 

20 

LF 

719.30 

14,386 

6 

Sta.  74+90  to  77+40  16  ft.  high 

240 

LF 

741.10 

177,864 

7 

Sta.  77+40  to  81+15  16  ft.  high 

405 

LF 

741.10 

300,146 

8 

Sta.  81+15  to  82+55  13  ft.  high 

300 

LF 

672.10 

201,630 

9 

Sta.  82+55  to  83+75  11  ft.  high 

295 

LF 

624.95 

184,360 

10 

Sta.  90+30  to  91+35  9  ft.  high 

100 

LF 

577.75 

57,775 

11 

Sta.  91+35  to  94+30  8  ft.  high 

295 

LF 

552.35 

162,943 

I  Wall  Subtotal 

1,403,068 
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Table  A22  -  Route  441  Bridge  Modifications  -  SPF  Only  - 

Irondequoit  Creek 


Unit 

Description 

Quantity 

Unit 

Uni  t 
Price 

Amount 

Retaining  Walls 

$ 

$ 

1 

Excavation 

240 

CY 

7.75 

1,860 

2 

Backfill 

80 

CY 

6.85 

548 

3 

Re-Steel 

57,500 

LBS 

0.60 

34,500 

4 

Concrete 

380 

CY 

297.00 

112,860 

Retaining  Walls  Subtotal 

149,768 

Curbing 

1 

Over  Bridge 

a.  Concrete 

13 

CY 

297.00 

3,861 

b.  Reinforcement 

1,430 

LBS 

0.60 

858 

Subtotal 

4,719 

2 

Off  Bridge 

a.  Concrete 

14 

CY 

297.00 

4,158 

b.  Reinforcement 

1,540 

LBS 

0.60 

924 

c.  Excavation 

65 

CY 

7.75 

504 

d.  Backfill 

50 

CY 

6.85 

342 

Subtotal 

5,928 

Curbing  Subtotal 

10,647 

Total  (Retaining  Walls  and  Curbs) 

160,415 

Table  A23  -  Construction  and  First  Cost  -  Alternate  B  -  SPF 


Item 

Amount 

Federal  Costs 

$ 

Flood  Warning  System 

25,000 

Demolition  of  Structures 

18,800 

Levees  &  Floodwalls  (Table  A20  and  A21) 

3,345,932 

New  Pavement  Table  A4) 

51,400 

Channel  (Table  A6  and  A7 ) 

1,591,590 

Retaining  Walls  &  Curbs  Table  A22) 

160,415 

Interior  Drainage 

364,400 

Subtotal 

5,557,537 

Contingencies  20  percent  + 

1,111,463 

Subtotal 

6,669,000 

Engineering  and  Design  18  percent  + 

1,200,000 

Supervision  and  Inspection  (0.080) 

534,000 

Overhead 

399,000 

E&D  (0.1900)  -  238,000 

S&I  (0.3200)  -  146,000 

Total  Federal  Cost 

8,802,000 

Non-Federal  Costs 

Lands  and  Damages  (including  contingencies 

2,376,610 

Utility  Relocations 

63,500 

Contingencies  at  20  percent  + 

12,890 

Total  Non-Federal  Cost 

2,453,000 

Total  First  Cost 

11,255,000 

Total  Contractor's  Earnings  Plus  Contingencies  6,669,000 

Engineering  and  Design 

$6,669,000  (0.18)  =  1,200,000 

Supervision  and  Administration 
Supervision  and  Inspection 
$6,669,000  (0.08) 

Overhead 

E&D  $1,200,000  (0.19)  =  $228,000 
S&I  $534,000  (0.32)  =•  171,000 


933,000 


=*  $534,000 


399,000 
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Table  A24  -  Average  Annual  Cost  -  SPF 


Item 

Amount 

Federal 

First  Cost 

8,802,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

8,802,000 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  (7-3/8  percent) 

649,100 

Amortization 

19,100 

Maintenance  i_/ 

10,200 

Subtotal 

678,400 

Non-Federal 

First  Cost 

2,453,000 

Interest  During  Construction 

0 

2,453,000 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  (7-3/8  percent) 

180,900 

Amortization 

5,300 

Maintenance  2J 

169,800 

Subtotal 

356,000 

Total  Annual  Cost 

1,034,400 

$300  inspection,  $9,900  gage  operation. 

Includes  $1,000  for  the  flood  warning  system  maintenance. 
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PROJECT  EVALUATION  PERIOD  1985  -  2035 

PRICE  LEVEL  March  1981 

CONDITIONS  OF  DEVELOPMENT  April  1979 

PROJECT  ECONOMISTS  Jack  Carr,  Economist 

Ray  Waxmonsky,  Economist 

Ron  Guido,  Chief,  Economics  Section 

ALTERNATIVE  DEGREES  OF 


PROTECTION 

50- YEAR 

100-YEAR 

5 00- YEAR 

SPF 

Average  Annual  Costs 

427,200 

436,000 

456,700 

1,034,400 

Average  Annual  Benefits 

630,810 

678,180 

743,190 

764,040 

Net  Benefits 

203,610 

242,180 

286,490 

-270,360 

B/C  Ratios 

1.48 

1.56 

1.63 

.74 

IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED,  NEW  YORK 


APPENDIX  B 
ECONOMIC  EVALUATION 


Bl.  THE  AFFECTED  AREA 

BI.l  The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  is  roughly  triangular  in  shape  and 
located  east  and  southeast  of  the  city  of  Rochester,  NY.  It  drains  an  area 
of  139.0  square  miles  in  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne  Counties.  The  basin 
shown  in  Plate  Bl  is  about  16.5  miles  in  length,  north  to  south,  and  12  miles 
in  width.  The  watershed  is  bounded  by  Irondequoit  Bay  on  the  north,  the  city 
of  Rochester  on  the  northwest,  and  by  various  towns  and  villages  in  the 
remaining  areas.  The  central  portion  of  the  watershed  is  traversed  by  the 
east-west  New  York  State  Barge  Canal  and  the  New  York  State  Thruway.  The 
drainage  area  of  Irondequoit  Creek  downstream  and  upstream  of  Allen  Creek  is 
130.9  and  102.9  square  miles,  respectively. 

B1.2  The  watershed  is  comprised  of  three  main  creeks,  Irondequoit, 

Allen,  and  Thomas,  as  well  as  40  smaller  creeks  and  streams.  Irondequoit 
Creek's  headwaters  arise  in  the  town  of  West  Bloomfield,  Ontario  County,  at 
elevation  780  feet  msl,  and  drops  to  an  elevation  of  245  feet  above  msl  at 
its  mouth,  the  south  end  of  the  Irondequoit  Bay.  The  creek  flows  generally 
south  to  north,  with  its  main  stem  almost  32  miles  in  length  with  gradients 
of  20  feet/mile  above  the  Barge  Canal  and  11  feet/mile  below  it.  Irondequoit 
Creek  is  joined  by  Allen  Creek  at  5.53  miles  and  Thomas  Creek  at  9.79  miles 
upstream  of  its  mouth.  Allen  Creek  originates  in  central  Monroe  County  at  an 
elevation  of  525  feet  above  msl  and  crosses  under  the  Barge  Canal  as  it  flows 
north,  then  east.  It  encompasses  a  drainage  area  of  31  square  miles  and 
empties  into  Irondequoit  Creek  at  elevation  258.  Thomas  Creek  arises  at  an 
elevation  of  500  feet  in  eastern  Monroe  County,  flowing  south,  then  west, 
paralleling  the  Barge  Canal,  before  draining  28  square  miles  and  discharging 
to  Irondequoit  Creek  at  an  elevation  of  366  feet  above  msl. 

B1.3  The  only  significant  area  of  flooding  along  Irondequoit  Creek 
resulting  in  damages  occurs  between  Route  441  and  the  Old  Penfield  Bridge. 

This  area,  known  as  Panorama  Plaza  (see  Plate  B2),  is  a  moderate-sized  collec¬ 
tion  of  commercial  outlets  with  related  facilities  in  and  around  it.  These 
related  facilities  include  a  movie  theater,  bowling  alley,  supermarkets,  fast 
food  restaurants,  automobile  service  stations,  and  other  commercial  outlets. 
Also,  there  are  some  apartments,  small  office  buildings,  and  manufacturing 
structures.  The  flooding  is  directly  related  to  Allen  Creek's  discharge  to 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  the  resultant  backwater  effects  upstream  on  each  creek. 
The  plaza,  opposite  of  Allen  Creek,  is  in  a  low,  natural  flood  plain,  imme¬ 
diately  adjacent  to  the  right  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  This  area  receives 
the  brunt  of  the  high  creek  stages.  Due  to  its  predominantly  commercial  and 
industrial  nature,  the  damages  of  even  a  minor  flood  can  be  high.  The  analy¬ 
sis  which  follows  will  deal  solely  with  the  150-acre  Panorama  Plaza  Area 
which  will  be  subsequently  defined  and  delineated. 

B1.4  The  affected  area  of  the  proposed  flood  control  project  is  the 
flood  plain  plus  all  other  areas  considered  to  be  alternative  sites  for  any 


activity  which  might  use  the  flood  plain  if  it  were  protected.  There  is  con¬ 
siderable  commercial-industrial  development  within  the  flood  hazard  zone, 
although  minor  acreages  of  residential  and  vacant  lands  are  also  periodically 
inundated.  There  is  no  agricultural  activity  within  the  project  limits. 

B1.5  The  affected  area  for  each  major  category  was  determined  by 
examining  the  present  land  use  pattern  within  the  study  area.  A  summary  of 
land  use  patterns  within  the  project  area  is  shown  in  Table  B1  and  Plate  B2. 
Plate  B1  illustrates  the  location  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  within  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  and  within  the  town  of  Penfield.  The  major  cate¬ 
gories  of  land  use  within  the  floodprone  area  includes  residential, 
commercial,  industrial,  public  and  other.  Flood  outlines  for  the  500-year 
and  SPF  flood  are  shown  on  Plate  1  of  the  Main  Report.  The  SPF  flood  outline 
is  the  boundary  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  designated  in  Table  Bl. 

Table  Bl  -  Existing  Land  Use  for  Panorama  Plaza  and 

Vicinity,  Current  Conditions  of  Development 


Economic  Activity 

Area  in  Acres 

Commercial 

84 

Manufacturing 

24 

Residential 

23 

Vacant 

14 

Parks  and 

Recreation 

5 

Agriculture  and 

Other 

0 

Total 

150 
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B2.  DETERMINATION  OF  FLOOD  PLAIN  CHARACTERISTICS 


B2.1  Of  essential  Importance  in  any  physical  planning  effort  is  a  map 
and  tabulation  of  the  present  uses  of  land.  Such  information  is  needed  in 
order  to  provide  the  basis  for  making  projections  of  future  land  use  needs, 
to  identify  significant  characteristics  of  the  community,  and  to  point  out 
significant  land  use  problems  and  issues.  Specifically,  a  land  use  inventory 
is  designed  to  provide  information  on  the  location,  extent,  and  type  of  each 
land  use. 

B2.2  An  inventory  of  the  physical  and  economic  characteristics  of  the 
study  area  was  undertaken  to  determine  those  features  that  make  it  attractive 
or  unattractive  for  future  land  use  demands. 

a.  Inherent  Characteristics  of  a  Flood  Plain 

B2.3  Those  characteristics  which  make  the  flood  plain  attractive  or 
unattractive  to  potential  developers  include:  flooding;  natural,  and  benefi¬ 
cial  values  including  open  space,  recreation,  wildlife,  and  wetlands; 
transportation,  and  other  attributes. 

( 1 )  Flooding 

B2.4  There  is  little  definitive  historical  record  of  flood  events  for 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  This  is  most  likely  due  to  the  lack  of 
gauging  records  prior  to  1959,  and  apparent  rural,  low-population  density 
within  the  flood  plains  of  the  watershed  prior  to  the  1950's.  A  chronology 
of  known  past  floods  is  provided  below. 

May  1864  -  This  was  the  largest  known  flood  to  date.  A  heavy  rain 
and  subsequent  overbank  flows  caused  considerable  damage  to  flour  and  saw 
mills  adjacent  to  the  creek  in  the  Penfield  area. 

September  1912  -  A  flood  resulted  from  a  break  in  the  Barge  Canal  at  the 
crossing  over  Irondequoit  Creek.  The  escaping  canal  water  washed  out  about 
500  feet  of  embankment  and  the  Barge  Canal  was  inoperable  for  over  a  month. 

Spring  1934  -  This  flood  was  caused  by  a  sudden  thaw  after  a  cold  spell. 
Chunks  of  ice  took  out  the  Daisy  Flour  Mill  dam  in  Penfield  near  Ellison 
Park,  forcing  them  to  change  to  diesel  power. 

31  March  1960  -  This  is  the  major  recent  flood  event  that  has,  at  best, 

a  sketchy  historical  record.  It  has  been  determined  that  in  other  local 
drainage  basins,  such  as  Black  Creek  and  Oatka  Creek,  which  are  tributaries 
of  the  Genesee  River  in  western  Monroe  County,  and  the  Lower  Genesee  River 
basin,  the  March  1960  flood  was  approximately  a  15-year  event  on  Allen  Creek. 
Considerable  damage  was  caused  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  of  Penfield. 

May  1974  -  Irondequoit  Creek  flooded  as  a  result  of  thunderstorms 

which  dropped  from  3  inches  to  4  inches  of  rain.  The  Panorama  Plaza  area  of 

Penfield  was  hardest  hit.  The  basements  of  a  recently  constructed  apartment 
development  were  flooded  to  a  depth  of  6  to  7  feet.  Property  damage  was  very 
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high  with  numerous  buildings  and  cars  being  flooded.  This  was  a  localized 
storm  with  the  greatest  rainfall  occurring  over  the  Allen  Creek  Watershed  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  in  northeast  Monroe  County.  The  May  1974  flood  was 
approximately  a  50-year  event  on  Allen  Creek. 

October  1974  -  A  collapse  in  the  bottom  of  the  Barge  Canal  at  the 
Interstate  490  overpass  in  the  Bushnell  Basin  area  caused  severe  local 
flooding  with  great  property  damage.  A  number  of  homes  immediately 
downstream  from  the  breach  in  the  canal  were  completely  destroyed  from  the 
sudden  surge  of  water  into  the  low-lying  area.  The  flood  profile  at  the 
nearby  Interstate  490  and  Pittsford-Palmyra  Road  bridges  on  Irondequoit  Creek 
approximated  that  of  the  100-year  frequency  flood  event. 

March  1976  -  On  3  and  4  March  1976,  about  0.7  inches  of  rain  combined 
with  3  inches  of  snow  on  the  ground  to  produce  flooding  along  Irondequoit 
Creek.  On  3  March  1976,  the  weather  conditions  were  mixed,  with  heavy  fog, 
thunderstorms,  ice  pellets,  glaze  and  rain,  and  above  freezing  temperatures. 
On  4  March  1976,  above  freezing  temperatures  and  heavy  fog  was  prevalent.  In 
the  Panorama  Plaza  Area,  the  flooding  was  confined  to  parking  lots  and 
streets.  No  physical  damage  was  reported. 

A  further  discussion  of  flooding  within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 
can  be  found  in  the  Hydrologic  Engineering  and  Hydraulic  Design  Appendix  to 
this  report. 

(2)  Natural  and  Beneficial  Values  Including  Open  Space,  Recreation, 
Wildlife,  and  Wetlands 

B2.5  The  area  of  the  flood  plain  occupied  by  parkland  and  open  space  is 
delineated  in  Plate  B2 .  Parks  and  recreation  area  comprise  5  acres  in  the 
study  area  as  previously  identified.  Camp  Haccamo,  a  day  camp,  is  located 
adjacent  to  Allen  Creek  near  the  Sybron-Nagle  buildings.  The  day  camp  is 
operated  seasonally  by  several  Rotary  Clubs  of  Monroe  County  and  serves  hand¬ 
icapped  children  from  the  Monroe  County  area.  Some  of  the  facilities  pro¬ 
vided  are  a  small  lake,  swimming  pool,  cabins,  dining  hall,  picnic  shelters, 
and  playground.  The  Genesee  Conservation  League  is  a  private  recreational 
facility  located  north  of  Old  Penfield  Road  adjacent  to  Irondequoit  Creek. 

The  private  facility  contains  a  clubhouse,  picnic  shelters,  archery  range, 
rifle  range,  and  indoor  and  outdoor  pistol  ranges. 

B2.6  Industrially  zoned  vacant  land  located  behind  the  Panorama  Plaza 
accounts  for  approximately  12  acres  of  the  study  area.  The  town  of  Penfield 
Parks  and  Recreation  Department  is  currently  in  the  planning  stage  to  develop 
a  town  park  in  the  open  land  behind  Panorama  Plaza.  Most  of  the  land  has 
been  pledged  by  the  landowners  for  donation  to  the  town  for  park  development . 
The  park  will  be  constructed  in  the  near  future.  The  preliminary  plans  indi¬ 
cate  two  multipurpose  fields,  a  baseball  diamond,  and  a  playground/picnic 
area.  An  additional  2  acres  of  vacant  land  is  identified  in  the  study  area 
as  located  immediately  north  of  New  York  Route  441  along  Irondequoit  Creek, 
and  west  of  the  Penwood  Apartments.  No  wetland  has  been  identified  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  study  area. 
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(3)  Transportation 


B2.7  The  transportation  system  Is  part  of  the  basic  infrastructure 
around  which  a  community  grows.  An  important  objective  of  community  planning 
is  to  provide  an  efficient  transportation  system  designed  to  serve  the  pre¬ 
sent  and  future  needs  of  the  community.  The  adequacy  of  the  transportation 
system  has  influenced,  and  will  continue  to  influence,  development  within  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area.  The  transportation  network  determines  the  accessibility 
of  the  area  and  the  efficiency  of  internal  traffic  movements,  both  of  which 
are  important  factors  in  anticipating  future  development  potential.  Also, 
the  integration  of  the  various  modes  of  transportation  with  emphasis  on  mass 
transit  facilities  is  essential  to  a  balanced  transportation  system. 

B2.8  Transportation  in  the  Rochester  area  is  provided  by  an  excellent 
transportation  network  that  includes  several  limited-access,  high-speed 
highways;  several  railroads;  waterborne  commerce  facilities  using  Rochester 
Harbor,  and  the  Erie  Barge  Canal;  and  three  major  airlines.  More  than  100 
trucking  companies  serve  the  county  area,  and  buslines  provide  passenger  ser¬ 
vice  between  the  city  of  Rochester  and  outlying  towns.  Plate  3  illustrates 
the  system  of  major  highways  connecting  the  project  area  with  the  city  of 
Rochester.  Highways  are  the  only  means  of  transportation  available  within 
the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  It  should  be  noted  that  regularly  scheduled  bus 
service  is  available  between  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  and  the  city  of 
Rochester. 


b.  Physical  Characteristics 

B2.9  The  existence  of  certain  physical  characteristics  may  preclude 
use  by  some  activities  likely  to  compete  for  vacant  flood  plain  areas.  One 
of  the  major  physical  constraints  of  vacant  acreage  within  the  Panorama  Plaza 
flood  plain  is  the  relatively  small  size.  The  total  land  available  (vacant) 
is  only  14  acres  as  illustrated  in  Table  Bl .  One  parcel,  comprised  of  12 
acres  and  located  directly  behind  the  Panorama  Plaza,  has  been  designated  as 
e  town  park  by  the  town  of  Penfield.  The  remaining  2-acre  parcel  of  vacant 
land  located  northwest  of  the  Penwood  Apartments  is  identified  on  Plate  B2. 

B2.10  Irondequoit  Creek's  drainage  area  measures  approximately  139 
square  miles  and  meanders  through  a  generally  narrow  gorge  about  150-200  feet 
wide  between  steep  hills  for  most  of  its  32-mile  length.  Unique  glacial 
geologic  features  such  as  kames  and  drumlins  (rounded  hills  of  glacial 
material)  are  also  in  the  area,  being  more  predominant  in  the  southern  end  of 
the  basin.  The  watershed  is  marked  by  two  plains  rising  progressively  above 
one  another  southward.  Two  prominent  west  tending  escarpments  mark  the 
plain's  boundaries.  The  soils  which  make  possible  the  growing  of  fruits  and 
vegetables  and  also  provide  pasture  for  dairying  are  a  valuable  resource 
here.  Soils  are  formed  through  the  interaction  of  climate,  plant  and  animal 
life,  parent  material,  topography,  and  time.  The  relative  influence  of  each 
factor  varies  from  place  to  place  within  the  watershed.  The  geologic  content 
of  the  basin  varies  significantly,  but  the  creek  bottoms  are  composed  mainly 
of  sandy  or  gravel-like  soils  or  light,  easily  worked  surface  soils  grading 
downward  into  sandy  and  gravel-like  friable  subsoils.  The  major  inputs  for 
the  main  tributaries  are  surface  runoff  and  groundwater  discharge  (either  as 


B-5 


springs  or  bank  discharge).  These  are  mainly  controlled  by  amount  and  dura¬ 
tion  of  precipitation.  It  appears  that  the  groundwater  table  generally 
follows  the  topography  of  the  area.  The  underlying  bedrock  surface  is  fairly 
impervious  and  thus  controls  the  leakage  of  groundwater  to  deeper  parts  of 
the  system.  While  there  are  some  scattered  lakes  and  ponds,  the  New  York 
State  Barge  Canal  and  Mendon  Ponds  are  the  only  inland  bodies  of  water  with 
any  significant  size. 

c.  Available  Services 

B2.ll  A  principal  factor  to  be  considered  in  planning  for  new  develop¬ 
ment  is  the  impact  of  existing  services  or  facilities.  Most  activities 
require  some  or  all  of  the  following  services:  power,  water,  sanitary  sewer 
service. 

B2.12  The  availability  of  such  services  serve  to  attract  or  deter 
future  land  use  activities.  Services  available  on  or  near  the  Panorama  Plaza 
area  and  Irondequoit  Creek  flood  plain  are  discussed  and  delineated  in  this 
section  of  the  report. 

(1)  Power 

B2.13  The  normal  low,  dry  weather  flows  and  the  flash  flood  flow 
characteristics  of  the  creeks  and  streams  in  the  watershed,  and  the  general 
lack  of  steep  stream  slopes,  make  production  of  hydroelectric  power  economi¬ 
cally  impractical.  During  the  19th  and  20th  century,  however,  many  small 
mills  existed  along  the  creek  utilizing  waterpower.  Gas  and  electric  is  pro¬ 
vided  to  Panorama  Plaza  area  by  Rochester  Gas  and  Electric  Company. 

(2)  Water  Supply 

B2.14  The  domestic  water  supply  in  the  southern  rural  areas  of  the 
watershed  comes  from  deep  wells  in  both  rock  and  unconsolidated  deposits. 
Wells  are  also  the  main  source  of  water  for  the  towns  and  villages,  except 
those  near  Lake  Ontario  or  those  suburbs  of  Rochester  that  are  served  by  the 
municipal  water  system.  In  many  places,  wells  are  not  always  adequate  during 
prolonged  dry  periods.  Also,  the  water  in  the  area  frequently  contains 
sulfur,  and  high  concentrations  of  salts,  and  is  hard.  The  water  supply  for 
the  city  of  Rochester  comes  from  Hemlock  Lake  and  other  upland  reservoirs,  as 
well  as  directly  from  Lake  Ontario.  Much  of  the  water  for  the  suburbs  of 
Rochester  also  comes  from  Lake  Ontario  via  the  rapidly  expanding  Monroe 
County  Water  Authority. 

(3)  Sanitary  Sewer  Service 

B2.15  The  Panorama  Plaza  area  and  surrounding  area,  which  includes  the 
towns  of  Pittsford,  Penfield,  and  Perinton,  is  serviced  by  Monroe  County 
Division  of  Pure  Waters.  Plate  B4  illustrates  areas  serviced  by  pure  waters 
and  unsewered  areas. 


d.  Existing  Activities 


B2.16  The  land  use  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  portion  of  the  flood  plain 
includes  residential,  commercial,  public  and  other,  and  industrial  use.  To 
further  illustrate  existing  activities  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area,  Table  B2 
shows  market  value  of  damageable  property  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  A 
further  delineation  of  existing  land  use  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  study  area 
follows,  and  is  also  delineated  in  Plate  B2.  The  study  area  is  divided  into 
three  hydraulic  reaches  as  delineated  in  Plate  B2. 

( 1 )  Residential 

B2.17  Residential  activity  in  the  project  area  consists  primarily  of 
the  multifamily  units  of  the  Brook  Hill  and  Penfield  Park  Apartments  located 
in  Reach  No.  1  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  study  area. 

( 2 )  Commercial 

B2.18  Commercial  activity  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  is  concentrated  in 
Reach  No.  2  and  consists  of  the  retail  stores  of  Panorama  Plaza  and 
surrounding  development. 

(3)  Industrial 

B2.I9  Industrial  development  is  concentrated  in  Reach  No.  3  and  con¬ 
sists  of  Sybron-Nagle  Corporation,  Winross  Corporation,  and  Seneca  Metal 
Corporation. 

(4)  Public  and  Other 

B2.20  Public  and  other  activity  subject  to  flood  damage  is  limited  to 
Reach  2  of  the  study  area.  Public  and  other  structures  subject  to  damage 
include  the  U.  S.  Post  Office,  Monroe  County  License  Bureau,  pump  station 
(Old  Sewage  Treatment  Plant),  and  Rochester  Gas  and  Electric  transformer. 
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Table  B2  -  Estimated  Market  Value  of  Damageable  Property  (Structures) 
In  The  Project  Area 


Category 

Units 

Value 

Residential 

200 

$ 

4,000,000 

Apartments 

200 

4,000,000 

Commercial 

44 

7,799,290 

Panorama  Plaza 

1 

4,542,400 

Other 

43 

3,256,890 

Industrial 

5 

3,960,000 

Public 

_ 1 

46,400 

Total 

250 

15,805,690 

1978  Conditions  of  Development  and  1977  Price  Levels 

Source:  Reconnaissance  Report  by  Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
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B3.  PROJECTION  OF  LAND  USE  FOR  WITH  AND  WITHOUT  PROJECT  CONDITIONS 


B3.1  Given  the  existing  characteristics  of  the  flood  plain  and  the 
remainder  of  the  affected  area,  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  as  shown  in 
Plate  B1 ,  land  use  demand  must  be  allocated  to  flood  plain  and  nonflood  plain 
lands,  with  and  without  each  specific  flood  plain  management  plan. 

B3.2  The  allocation  shall  be  based  upon  a  comparison  of  three  sets  of 
factors.  They  are:  the  flood  plain  characteristics,  the  characteristics 
sought  by  potential  occupants,  and  the  availability  of  sought  after  charac¬ 
teristics  within  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  and  within  the  towns  of  Pittsford, 
Penfield,  Perinton,  and  Brighton  which  comprise  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed. 

B3.3  The  principle  of  economic  rationality  shall  be  applied.  That  is, 
the  flood  plain  will  not  be  used  unless  it  possesses  characteristics  which 
give  it  a  significant  economic  advantage  over  all  other  available  sites 
within  the  affected  area.  Since  the  original  damage  survey,  an  additional 
4  acres  have  been  developed  for  commercial  purposes.  Of  the  14  acres  vacant 
land  remaining  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  Study  area,  12  acres  have  been  desig¬ 
nated  primarily  for  a  park,  plus  some  land  too  small,  with  too  steep  slope 
and/or  unaccessible.  The  remaining  2  acres  of  vacant  land  are  assumed  to  be 
suitable  for  industrial/ commercial  development.  The  12  acres  designated  for 
a  park  by  the  town  of  Penfield  are  located  directly  behind  the  Panorama 
Plaza.  The  two  remaining  vacant  acres  are  located  immediately  north  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  New  York  Route  441  and  directly  west  of  the  Penwood 
Apartments  as  identified  in  Plate  B2.  For  the  purpose  of  our  analysis,  it 
will  be  assumed  that  the  remaining  2  acres  will  remain  vacant.  This  is 
because:  the  site  is  too  small  for  a  typical  suburban  industrial  development 
and/or  a  large  commercial  establishment;  location  is  poor  for  a  large  commer¬ 
cial  establishment;  and  development  of  the  site  will  not  generate  significant 
additional  damages  if  developed. 

B3.4  The  Panorama  Plaza  study  area  in  the  project  area  is  very  small, 
approximately  150  acres.  Fourteen  acres  of  the  150-acre  study  area  are 
currently  vacant.  Twelve  vacant  acres  have  been  designated  for  a  town  park 
and  the  remaining  2  acres  will  remain  vacant  as  explained  in  the  previous 
paragraph. 

B3.5  For  the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  no  future  development  of  the 
flood  plain  in  the  study  area  is  anticipated.  This  is  because  of  the 
availability  of  more  desirable  alternative  sites  for  development,  and  because 
the  existing  150  acres  which  comprise  the  study  area  are  considered  fully 
developed  as  previously  explained  in  this  report.  Therefore,  residential, 
commercial,  industrial  land  demand  will  have  to  be  satisfied  by  areas  outside 
the  Panorama  Plaza  study  area.  Specifically,  the  towns  of  Pittsford, 
Penfield,  and  Perinton  outside  the  study  area  are  expected  to  satisfy  the 
future  land  demand  for  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  activity. 
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B4 .  FLOOD  DAMAGES  AND  BENEFITS 


B4.1  The  previous  section  evaluated  future  flood  plain  land  use,  and 
indicated  that  no  significant  future  change  is  expected.  Therefore,  the 
majority  of  flood  damages  and  benefits  would  be  borne  by  existing  inhabitants 
of  the  flood  plain.  This  study  is  based  on  the  premise  of  no  future  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  flood  plain.  Existing  benefits  are  primarily  inundation  reduc¬ 
tion  benefits  accruing  to  the  commercial,  industrial,  public,  and  residential 
development  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  Future  benefits  result  from  damage 
reduction  to  the  increased  content  value  of  residential  inhabitants  of  the 
Panorama  Plaza  study  area. 

a.  Existing  Conditions 

B4.2  Flood  Damage  Reduction  Benefit.  Existing  flood  damages  are  the 
potential  average  annual  dollar  damages  to  activities  affected  by  flooding  at 
the  time  of  the  study.  The  inundation  reduction  benefit  is  the  value  of 
reducing  flood  losses  to  existing  activities.  This  benefit  is  measured  by 
subtracting  the  amount  of  residual  average  annual  damages  under  improved  con¬ 
ditions  from  average  annual  damages  under  existing  conditions.  Flood  damages 
and  benefits  developed  in  this  section  reflect  April  1979  conditions  of  devel¬ 
opment  and  September  1977  price  levels.  The  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report 
considered  a  total  of  seven  structural  and  nonstructural  alternatives,  all  of 
which  were  subsequently  eliminated,  with  the  exception  of  Alternative  B, 
which  is  carried  over  to  the  Final  Feasibility  study.  This  is  a  structural 
alternative  that  would  provide  flood  control  with  levee,  floodwall,  and 
channelization  improvements.  This  alternative  was  designed  for  varying 
levels  of  protection,  using  50-,  100-,  500-year  and  Standard  Project  Flood 
(SPF)  protection  levels.  These  various  levels  of  protection  are  evaluated  in 
this  analysis. 

B4.3  Description  of  Damage  Reaches.  The  flood  plain  has  been  divided 
into  three  damage  reaches  for  economic  evaluation  purposes.  Reach  1  is 
located  downstream  of  the  confluence  of  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  and 
represents  a  residential  damage  reach.  Reach  2  represents  damages  of  a 
public  and  commercial  nature  and  is  located  upstream  of  the  confluence  of 
Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks.  Reach  3  represents  damages  to  industrial  acti¬ 
vity  and  is  located  along  Allen  Creek.  Plate  B2  illustrates  the  three  damage 
reaches  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  study  area.  To  facilitate  the  average  annual 
damage  calculation  in  this  study,  all  damages  in  reaches  1  and  2  have  been 
attributed  to  Irondequoit  Creek.  All  damages  in  reach  3  have  been  attributed 
to  Allen  Creek. 

B4.4  It  must  be  noted  here,  that  while  the  damages  occurring  in  reaches 
1  and  2  have  been  attributed  to  Irondequoit  Creek  in  this  analysis,  the 
effect  of  Allen  Creek  is  recognized.  The  structures  located  on  the  left  bank 
of  Irondequoit  and  the  right  bank  of  Allen  at  the  junction  of  these  two 
creeks  have  the  potential  to  be  affected  by  flood  stages  of  either  creek. 

It  is  realized  that,  due  to  the  noncoincident  frequencies  of  the  two  streams, 
Allen  Creek  is  capable  of  having  a  more  damaging  flood  than  that  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  due  to  its  smaller  channel  capacity  and  independent 
drainage  basin.  The  discharge  on  Allen  Creek  for  the  100-year  event  has  been 


estimated  to  be  3,800  cfs  while  the  same  event  for  Irondequoit  Creek  is  5,000 
cfs.  Upstream  of  their  confluence,  the  two  watersheds  can  respond  dif¬ 
ferently  to  a  rainstorm  and  may  be  affected  by  independent  events.  At  this 
level  of  study,  the  combined  effects  of  flooding  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit 
Creeks  is  not  considered. 

B4.5  Damage  Survey.  Damage  surveys  performed  by  Buffalo  District  in 
1977  were  the  basis  of  calculating  existing  damages.  The  damage  survey  is 
based  upon  personal  interviews  and  field  observation  of  activities  in  the 
flood  plain  area.  Tables  summarizing  results  of  the  damage  survey  are 
included  as  an  addendum  to  this  appendix. 

b.  Flood  Damage. 

B4.6  Methodology.  The  stage-damage  relationship  was  established  for 
the  reaches  for  manufacturing,  commercial,  public,  and  residential  damage 
categories.  Damage  estimates  were  obtained  via  personal  interview  with  flood 
plain  occupants.  An  index  point  was  selected  for  each  of  the  three  damage 
reaches  as  a  point  at  which  changes  in  water  surface  elevations  would  be 
representative  throughout  the  reach.  The  index  point  chosen  for  reach  number 
1  is  located  100  feet  downstream  of  the  Old  Penfield  Road.  The  index  point 
chosen  for  reach  number  2  is  located  1,000  feet  downstream  of  Panorama  Trail. 
The  index  point  chosen  for  reach  number  3  is  located  700  feet  upstream  of  the 
confluence  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks.  Expected  annual  damage  is  the 
frequency  weighted  sum  of  damage  for  the  full  range  of  damaging  flood  events 
that  can  be  viewed  as  what  might  be  expected  to  occur  in  any  present  or 
future  year.  With  the  aid  of  HEC  computer  program,  expected  annual  damages 
were  computed  for  each  input  data  year,  the  study  year,  the  base  year,  and 
each  decade  year  by  first  computing  a  damage-frequency  relationship  from 
discharge-frequency,  stage-discharge  (rating  curve),  and  stage-damage  curves 
developed  by  the  Buffalo  District  for  each  plan,  reach,  and  damage  category. 

B4.7  Stage-Damage  Relationship.  The  expected  damages  at  various  stages 
were  developed  by  Buffalo  District's  Hydraulic  Engineering  Section  in 
December  1977.  The  damages  are  based  on  stages  at  the  index  points  described 
in  the  previous  paragraph.  Plates  B5,  B6,  and  B7  illustrate  graphically 
stage-damage  relationships  by  reach  and  activity  type. 

B4.8  Discharge-frequency  relationships  for  each  reach  were  developed  by 
the  Buffalo  District  based  on  index  points  previously  described.  A 
discharge-frequency  relationship  for  a  reach  of  creek  represents  the  percent 
chance  that  a  certain  magnitude  of  the  creek  flow  be  exceeded. 

B4.9  Stage-Discharge  (Rating  Curve).  Stage-discharge  relationships  for 
each  reach  based  on  index  points  previously  described  were  developed  by  the 
Buffalo  District.  The  stage-discharge  relationship  relates  the  stage  or 
water  surface  elevation  of  a  creek  at  a  specific  location  to  the  flow  of  the 
creek  at  that  location.  One  stage-discharge  relationship  was  assumed  repre¬ 
sentative  of  each  reach.  A  description  of  the  location  of  gauging  stations 
on  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks  and  Plates  illustrating  water  surface 
profiles  for  both  creeks  can  be  found  in  the  hydraulics  and  hydrology 
appendix. 


B4.10  Existing  Average  Annual  Damages,  Existing  Conditions.  For  each 
reach  and  activity  type  discharge-frequency  curves  and  stage-discharge  curves 
were  used  in  conjunction  with  stage-damage  curves  to  determine  the  damage- 
frequency  relationship  under  existing  conditions.  Existing  average  annual 
damages  derived  from  the  damage-frequency  relationship  by  reach  and  activity 
type  are  shown  in  Table  B3  at  September  1977  price  levels  and  in  Table  B4 
updated  to  March  1981  price  levels.  As  illustrated,  existing  average  annual 
damages  amount  to  $759,430  at  March  1981  price  levels. 

B4.ll  Residual  Average  Annual  Damages.  Residual  average  annual  damages 
have  been  computed  for  all  plans  of  improvement.  Discharge-frequency  curves 
and  stage-discharge  curves  reflecting  improved  conditions,  were  used  in  con¬ 
junction  with  stage-damage  curves  to  determine  the  damage-frequency  rela¬ 
tionship  for  various  plans  of  improvement.  These  damages  by  activity  type 
and  reach  are  shown  in  Table  B3  at  September  1977  price  levels  and  in  Table 
B4  updated  to  March  1981  price  levels.  It  should  be  noted  that  there  are  no 
residual  damages  associated  with  the  alternative  providing  standard  project 
flood  level  of  protection.  The  inundation  reduction  benefit  by  activity  type 
and  reach  are  also  illustrated  in  Table  B3  at  September  1977  price  levels  and 
Table  B4  updated  to  March  1981  price  levels.  The  inundation  reduction  bene¬ 
fit  associated  with  the  500-year  level  of  protection  at  March  1981  price 
levels  amounts  to  $738,650. 

c.  Future  Conditions 

B4.ll  An  evaluation  of  the  potential  for  future  growth  in  flood  plain 
activity  indicated  that  no  change  in  flood  plain  land  use  is  expected,  as  the 
flood  plain  is  considered  fully  developed.  However,  future  damages  will  rise 
based  upon  the  increased  value  of  contents  of  residential  facilities  within 
the  flood  plain.  Future  benefits  have  been  evaluated  for  residential 
activities . 

( 1 )  Residential 

B4.12  The  value  of  residential  contents  is  expected  to  increase  as  a 
result  of  rising  regional  per  capita  income.  As  more  people  have  more  money 
available  for  personal  consumption,  the  value  of  their  stock  of  personal 
property  increases.  This  increase  In  value  is  a  direct  result  of  regional 
per  capita  income  gains.  The  methodology  used  to  calculate  this  residential 
affluence  follows. 

B4.13  OBERS  Series  E  projections  forecast  constant  dollar  per  capita 
income  to  grow  from  $5,400  in  1980  to  $14,500  in  2020.  This  is  largely 
attributed  to  a  higher  percentage  of  the  population  in  the  work  force  as  the 
average  age  of  the  population  increases  and  the  entrance  of  more  women  in  the 
work  force.  Therefore,  per  capita  income  will  Increase  2.685  times  in  40 
years.  The  40th  root  of  2.685  is  equal  to  1.025.  Therefore,  annual  compound 
growth  rate  is  .025  (2.5  percent).  It  is  assumed  that  residential  content 
value  growth  rate  is  equal  to  regional  per  capita  income  growth  rate. 

B4.14  It  was  estimated  that  residential  content  value  is  currently  30 
percent  of  structural  value.  Principles  and  Standards  declares  that  the 
maximum  value  of  contents  that  may  be  used  for  flood  control  evaluation  is  75 
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Table  B3  -  Estimated  Average  Annual  Damages 
(September  1977  Price  Levels) 
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Table  B4  -  Estimated  Average  Annual  Damages 
(March  1981  Price  Levels) 


1/  There  are  minimal  residual  damages  with  SPF  level  of  protection. 


percent  of  structure  value.  Therefore,  at  2.5  percent  compound  rate  of 
growth,  residential  content  value  will  increase  from  30  percent  to  75  percent 
of  structural  value  in  37  years.  This  calculation  is  shown  below: 

( 1+r)11  = 

n  =  In  (Xt+/Xi) 

In  (1  +  r) 

n  =  In  (.75/. 30) 

In  (1.025) 

n  =  .9163  =  37  years 
.025 

where  n  =  number  of  years  residential  contents  will  increase  in  value 
r  =  compound  growth  rate  (2.5  percent) 

Xt  =  ratio  of  content  value  to  structural  value  in  the  terminal 
year  of  growth  (75  percent) 

Xt  =  ratio  of  content  value  to  structural  value  in  the  initial 
year  of  growth  (30  percent) 

B4.15  A  review  of  the  damage  survey  indicated  that  42  percent  of  total 
residential  damage  was  attributed  to  residential  contents.  Tables  B5 
through  B6  show  projected  growth  of  residential  content  damage  (existing  and 
residual)  for  37  years  from  1979  to  2016  (damages  are  based  on  1979  con¬ 
ditions  of  development).  Since  1985  is  the  project  base  year,  it  can  be 
stated  that  residential  content  value  and  residential  content  damages  and 
benefits  will  grow  for  31  years  referenced  to  economic  base  year  1985. 

B4.16  Table  B7  shows  projected  residential  benefits  over  the  50-year 
project  with  31  years  of  growth  in  content  benefits  (affluence)  for  each 
level  of  protection.  Table  B8  presents  average  annual  residential  affluence 
benefits  which  are  the  benefit  attributable  solely  to  increase  residential 
content  value  over  time.  Affluence  benefits  attributed  to  the  500-year  level 
of  protection  amount  to  $3,390. 

(2)  Projection  of  Emergency  Costs 

B4.17  Emergency  costs  encompass  a  wide  variety  of  programs.  Some,  such 
as  detour  and  evacuation,  are  primarily  a  function  of  occupancy  of  the  flood 
plain,  but  not  of  the  value  of  development  in  the  flood  plain.  It  should  be 
noted  that  emergency  costs  are  included  in  public  and  other  damages  as  deli¬ 
neated  in  this  report.  A  summary  of  detour  and  emergency  costs  can  be  found 
in  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Appendices  of  Flood  Damage  Survey  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  Area,  September  1977. 

d.  Total  Benefits 

B4.18  A  summary  of  existing  and  future  average  annual  benefits  for  each 
scheme  of  improvement  is  illustrated  in  Table  B8.  As  previously  delineated, 
Reach  1  includes  all  residential  damages  and  benefits;  Reach  2  includes  all 
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Table  B5  -  Projection  of  Existing  Flood  Damage  by  Decade  with  Affluence 
Alternative  Levels  of  Protection  (March  1981  Price  Levels) 


Table  B6  -  Projection  of  Residual  Flood  Damage  Under  Improved  Conditions 
by  Decade  with  Affluence  -  Alternative  Levels  of  Protection 
(March  1981  Price  Levels) 


1/  50-year  project,  31  years  compound  growth  at  7-3/8  percent  (.3517)  referenced  to  economic  base 
year  1985. 


Table  B6  -  Projection  of  Residual  Flood  Damage  Under  Improved  Conditions  by  Decade  with 

Affluence  -  Alternative  Levels  of  Protection  (March  1981  Price  Levels)  1/  (Cont’d) 


Table  B7  -  Projection  of  Benefits  by  Decade  with  Affluence  - 

Alternative  Levels  of  Protection  (March  1981  Price  Levels) 


1/  5U-year  project,  31  years  compound  growth  at  7-3/8  percent  (.3517)  referenced  to  economic  base  year 
1985. 


ropriate  Discount  Rate  7-3/8  Percent 
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1/  50-year  project,  31  years  compound  growth  at  7-3/8  percent  (.3517)  referenced  to  economic  base  year 
1985. 
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commercial  and  public  damages  and  benefits;  and  Reach  3  includes  all 
industrial  damages  and  benefits. 


e.  Economic  Efficiency 

( 1 )  Benefit/Cost  Analysis 

B4.19  Table  B9  presents  a  summary  of  first  cost,  annual  cost,  and 
annual  benefits  for  50-year,  100-year,  500-year,  and  SPF  protection.  The 
average  annual  benefits  are  compared  with  the  average  annual  costs  amortized 
across  the  50-year  project  evaluation  period.  Average  annual  costs  for  the 
500-year  level  of  protection  amount  to  $456,700. 

As  illustrated  in  Table  B9,  the  highest  B/C  ratio  is  for  500-year  level 
of  protection.  This  B/C  ratio  (1.63)  is  greater  than  1.0  and  therefore  is  an 
economically  feasible  plan.  It  should  be  noted,  as  illustrated  in  Table  B9, 
that  the  500-year  degree  of  protection  shows  greatest  net  benefits,  $286,490. 
(Total  Average  Annual  Benefits  -  Total  Average  Annual  Costs  =  Net  Benefits). 
Since  the  500-year  plan  yields  the  highest  net  benefits  it  is  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  the  most  favored  plan. 

( 2 )  Undiscounted  Payback  Period 

B4.20  An  analysis  of  undiscounted  payback  period  was  conducted. 

Payback  is  the  project  year  in  which  undiscounted  annual  benefits  first 
exceed  annual  charges.  It  was  found  that  the  alternatives  providing  100 
and  500-year  levels  of  protection  all  have  payback  periods  of  7  years;  while 
the  alternative  providing  50-year  level  of  protection  has  a  payback  of  8 
years,  and  the  alternative  providing  SPF  protection  has  a  payback  period  of 
19  years.  The  results  of  the  payback  analysis  are  summarized  in  Table  B9. 

(3)  Discounted  Payback  Period 

B4.21  Discounted  payback  period  is  the  project  year  in  which  discounted 
annual  benefits  first  exceed  discounted  annual  charges.  An  analysis  of 
discounted  payback  period  was  conducted,  the  results  of  which  are  summarized 
in  Table  B9.  As  illustrated,  the  500-year  level  of  protection  exhibits  the 
lowest  payback  period  and,  thus,  is  to  be  considered  the  most  favored  plan 
based  on  the  discounted  payback  measure  of  economic  efficiency. 

f.  Sensitivity  Analysis. 

B4.22  According  to  Principles  and  Standards,  sensitivity  analysis  is  a 
necessary  feature  of  any  good  multivariate  analysis.  The  planner  cannot  be 
satisfied  with  the  definition  of  a  plan  that  is  optimal  for  a  specific  set  of 
conditions  if  the  plan  is  particularly  sensitive  to  changes  in  the  model. 

B4.23  In  this  analysis,  increases  in  future  residential  damages  have 
been  based  on  increase  in  value  of  residential  contents  over  time. 
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B4.24  The  sensitivity  analysis  is  conducted  under  the  alternate  assump¬ 
tion  that  there  is  no  increase  in  the  average  value  of  residential  contents 
over  time.  Based  on  this  alternate  assumption  and  as  shown  in  Table  BIO,  the 
50-year,  100-year,  500-year  levels  of  protection  all  are  justifiable  plans 
with  benefit/cost  ratios  greater  than  unity.  The  500  year  plan  has  maximum 
net  benefits  and,  thus,  remains  the  most  favored  alternative  under  this 
alternate  assumption. 
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Table  BIO  -  Comparison  of  Existing  Average  Annual  Benefits  and  Average 
Annual  Costs  (March  1981  Price  Levels) 


Existing  : 

Level  : 

Average  : 

Average 

of  : 

Annual  : 

Annual 

Net 

:  B/C 

Protection  : 

Benefits  : 

Costs 

Benefits 

:  Ratio 

50-Year 

627,720 

427,200 

200,520 

1.469 

100-Year 

674,960 

436,000 

238,960 

1.548 

500-Year 

739,800 

456,700 

283,100 

1.619 

SPF 

760,600 

1,034,400 

-273,800 
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APPENDIX  C 

HYDROLOGIC  ENGINEERING  AND  HYDRAULIC  DESIGN 


SECTION  1  -  HYDROLOGIC  ENGINEERING 
Cl. I  BASIN  DESCRIPTION 

Cl. 1.1  General. 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  is  roughly  triangular  in  shape  and 
located  east  and  southeast  of  the  city  of  Rochester,  NY.  It  drains  an  area 
of  139  square  miles  in  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne  Counties.  Approximately 
8.5  square  miles  drains  directly  into  the  New  York  State  Barge  Canal,  which 
runs  east  and  west  through  the  basin.  The  New  York  State  Thruway  also  runs 
east-west  through  the  basin. 

Irondequoit  Creek  runs  generally  north  for  a  total  distance  of  32  miles.  The 
watershed  is  approximately  16.5  miles  in  length  and  12  miles  in  width. 
Irondequoit  Creek  rises  in  Ontario  County  at  an  elevation  of  780  feet  (NGVD) 
and  discharges  into  Irondequoit  Bay  at  the  elevation  of  Lake  Ontario,  whose 
long-term  mean  is  244.7  feet  (IGLD) .  Irondequoit  Creek's  gradient  is  20  feet/ 
mile  upstream  of  the  Barge  Canal  and  11  feet/mile  downstream  of  the  Barge 
Canal.  Plate  Cl  depicts  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  Table  Cl  lists 
drainage  areas  for  the  various  tributaries  and  main  stem  of  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Allen  and  Thomas  Creeks  are  the  major  tributaries,  of  approximately  40,  which 
drain  into  Irondequoit  Creek.  Allen  Creek  originates  in  central  Monroe 
County  at  an  elevation  of  525  feet  (NGVD),  flows  north  and  crosses  under  the 
Barge  Canal,  then  changes  direction  to  travel  east  until  it  meets  Irondequoit 
Creek  at  stream  mile  5.53  (distance  along  Irondequoit  Creek  upstream  from  its 
mouth  at  Irondequoit  Bay)  and  elevation  258  feet  (NGVD).  The  Allen  Creek 
Watershed  measures  31  square  miles  and  has  a  stream  gradient  of  29  feet/mile. 
Thomas  Creek  rises  at  elevation  500  feet  (NGVD)  in  eastern  Monroe  County. 
Thomas  Creek  flows  south  until  it  reaches  the  vicinity  of  the  Barge  Canal 
where  It  turns  west  paralleling  the  Barge  Canal  to  meet  Irondequoit  Creek  at 
stream  mile  9.79  and  elevation  366  feet.  The  Thomas  Creek  Watershed  has  a 
drainage  area  of  28  square  miles.  Thomas  Creek  has  a  stream  gradient  of 
7.4  feet/mile  for  the  southerly  flowing  portion  of  this  creek,  and  a  stream 
gradient  of  14.5  feet/mile  for  the  portion  that  parallels  the  Barge  Canal. 
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Table  Cl  -  Drainage  Area 


Station 

Area  (sq.  mi.) 

Upstream  Barge  Canal 
on  Irondequoit  Creek 

51.3 

Thomas  Creek 

27.8 

Local  Area  Between  Thomas 

Creek  and  Barge  Canal 

8.5 

Downstream  Thomas  Creek  on 
Irondequoit  Creek 

87.61/ 

Irondequoit  Creek  at  Gage 

92.  a!/ 

Irondequoit  Creek  Upstream 

Allen  Creek 

97.41/ 

Allen  Creek  at  Gage 

30.  ll/ 

Allen  Creek  at  Mouth 

31.  li/ 

Irondequoit  Creek  Downstream 
Allen  Creek 

128.51/ 

Irondequoit  Creek  at  Mouth 

139 1! 

1/  Flow  from  5.0  sq .  ml.  not  contributing . 
2/  Flow  from  3.5  sq .  mi.  not  contributing. 
3/  Flow  from  8.5  sq.  mi.  not  contributing. 


Cl. 1.2  Climatology. 

There  is  a  first-order  weather  station  located  at  the  Rochester-Monroe 
County  Airport,  an  hourly  precipitation  gage  at  East  Bloomfield,  and  two 
daily  precipitation  gages:  one  at  Honeoye  Falls,  and  one  at  Macedon,  all  are 
in  New  York  State.  The  gage  at  Honeoye  Falls  was  abandoned  in  July  1974,  and 
the  gage  at  Macedon  was  abandoned  in  December  1978.  The  approximate  loca¬ 
tions  of  these  precipitation  gages  are  shown  on  Plate  Cl. 

Records  for  the  Rochester  gage  have  been  kept  since  1872  for  temperature, 

1829  for  precipitation,  and  1941  for  snowfall.  The  extremes  for  this  period 
are:  temperature  -  a  high  of  100°F  and  a  low  of  -19°F;  precipitation  -  a 
maximum  monthly  of  9.70  inches  and  a  minimum  monthly  of  0.22  inches.  The 
maximum  monthly  snowfall  was  64.8  inches.  For  the  period  of  record  of  1940 
through  1979,  normal  annual  and  monthly  values  of  precipitation,  snowfall, 
and  temperature  were  obtained  for  the  Rochester  gage.  The  40-year  normal 
annual  precipitation  is  32.63  inches.  The  monthly  averages  range  from  a  low 
of  2.39  inches  in  February  to  a  high  of  3.08  inches  in  June.  The  40-year 
normal  annual  snowfall  is  89.1  inches.  The  maximum  monthly  average  snowfall 


is  22.9  inches,  occurring  in  January.  The  40-year  normal  annual  temperature 
is  47.8  degrees,  with  July  being  the  warmest  month  (71.3°F)  and  February  the 
coldest  month  (24.4°F). 

Cl. 2  HISTORICAL  FLOODS 

Cl. 2.1  General . 

Floods  can  be  a  result  of  excessive  overland  runoff  to  the  main  stream 
of  Irondequoit  Creek  or  its  tributaries.  Three  causes  of  excessive  runoff 
are:  (1)  large  amounts  of  rainfall  over  an  extended  time;  (2)  combinations 
of  moderate  rainfall  and  snowmelt  in  spring;  and  (3)  localized  thunderstorms. 
The  physical  characteristics  of  the  watershed  vary  considerably  making  it 
prone  to  various  flooding  problems.  Other  factors  contributing  to  floods 
include  natural  obstructions,  such  as  vegetation  along  banks  and  channels; 
and  man-made  obstructions,  such  as  bridges  or  unmaintained  or  undersized 
culverts . 

Cl. 2. 2  Notable  Storms. 

There  is  little  definitive  historical  record  of  flood  events  for  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  This  is  due  to  the  lack  of  gaging  records  prior 
to  1959,  and  a  low  rural  population  density  within  the  flood  plains  of  the 
watershed  prior  to  the  1950's.  Subsequent  paragraphs  provide  a  brief 
description  of  known  past  floods. 

May  1864  -  This  is  estimated  to  be  the  largest  known  flood  to  date.  A  heavy 
rain  and  subsequent  overbank  flows  caused  considerable  damage  to  flour  and 
saw  mills  adjacent  to  the  creek  in  the  Penfield  area. 

September  1912  -  A  flood  resulted  from  a  break  in  the  Barge  Canal  at  the 
crossing  over  Irondequoit  Creek.  The  escaping  canal  water  washed  out  about 
500  feet  of  embankment  and  the  Barge  Canal  was  inoperable  for  over  a  month. 

Spring  1934  -  This  flood  was  caused  by  a  sudden  thaw  after  a  cold  spell. 
Chunks  of  ice  took  out  the  Daisy  Flour  Mill  Dam  in  Penfield  near  Ellison 
Park,  forcing  its  owners  to  change  to  diesel  power. 

31  March  1960  -  This  is  the  major  recent  flood  for  which  a  somewhat  defini¬ 
tive  though  sketchy  historical  record  exists.  It  has  been  determined  that  in 
nearby  drainage  basins,  such  as  Black  Creek  and  Oatka  Creek,  which  are  tribu¬ 
taries  of  the  Genesee  River  in  western  Monroe  County,  and  the  lower  Genesee 
River  basin,  the  March  1960  flood  was  approximately  a  20-  to  25-year  event. 
Considerable  damage  was  caused  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  of  Penfield .  In 
April  1968,  a  preliminary  flood  damage  survey  was  made  for  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Basin  based  on  the  1960  flood.  Flood  damages  for  the  basin  were  esti¬ 
mated  at  $350,000  based  on  1968  price  levels.  High  water  marks  and  flood 
outlines  were  also  estimated  and  recorded. 

May  1974  -  Irondequoit  Creek  flooded  as  a  result  of  thunderstorms  which 
dropped  from  3  to  4  inches  of  rain.  The  Panorama  Plaza  area  of  Penfield  was 
hardest  hit.  The  basements  of  a  recently  constructed  apartment  development 


were  flooded  to  a  depth  of  6  to  7  feet.  Property  damage  was  very  high  with 
numerous  buildings  and  cars  flooded.  This  was  a  localized  storm  with  the 
greatest  rainfall  occurring  over  the  watershed  of  Allen  Creek,  tributary  to 
Irondequolt  Creek  in  northeast  Monroe  County. 

October  1974  -  A  collapse  in  the  bottom  of  the  Barge  Canal  at  the  Interstate 
490  overpass  in  the  Bushnell  Basin  area  caused  severe  local  flooding  with 
great  property  damage.  A  number  of  homes  immediately  downstream  from  the 
breach  in  the  canal  were  completely  destroyed  by  the  sudden  surge  of  water 
into  the  low-lying  area.  The  flood  profile  at  the  nearby  Interstate  490  and 
Pittsford-Palmyra  Road  bridges  over  on  Irondequolt  Creek  approximated  com¬ 
puted  for  a  100-year  frequency  flood  event.  Because  the  flood  wave  was  atten¬ 
uated  significantly  due  to  valley  storage,  there  was  no  flooding  in  the 
Panorama  area. 

March  1976  -  On  3  and  4  March  1976,  about  0.7  inches  of  rain  combined  with  3 
inches  of  snow  on  the  ground  produced  flooding  along  Irondequoit  Creek.  On 

3  March  1976,  the  weather  conditions  were  mixed  with  heavy  fog,  thunder¬ 
storms,  ice  pellets,  glaze  and  rain,  with  above  freezing  temperatures.  On 

4  March  1976,  above  freezing  temperature  and  heavy  fog  was  prevalent.  In  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area,  the  flooding  was  confined  to  parking  lots  and  streets. 

No  physical  damage  was  reported. 

Cl. 2. 3  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed  is  subject  to  annual  flooding  of 
varying  degrees  in  many  scattered  areas.  Plate  C2  shows  20  scattered 
f loodprone  areas  of  probable  concern  in  the  watershed.  Table  C2  lists  the 
damage  areas  and  provides  a  brief  description  of  the  area.  The  20  major 
areas  of  potential  flood  damage  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed  were  sur¬ 
veyed  in  1968  by  Buffalo  District  personnel.  The  potential  floodprone  areas 
were  further  investigated  during  interviews  with  area  officials  and  residents 
over  the  years  since  1968. 

Cl. 2. 4  Irondequoit  Creek. 

A  large  proportion  of  the  20  floodprone  areas  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
watershed  are  along  the  main  branch  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  They  are  areas  1, 

2,  12,  13,  15,  16,  17,  18,  19,  and  part  of  area  9.  Of  these,  area  1  is  a 
county  park  known  as  Ellison  Park,  and  area  2  is  highly  urbanized  and 
includes  a  large,  highly  damageable  plaza  called  Panorama  Plaza.  The  other 
floodprone  areas  along  the  main  branch  are  mainly  residential  or  rural  with 
varying  potential  flood  damage  conditions  and  population  densities.  All 
areas,  however,  have  experienced  flooding  to  some  degree.  Plates  detailing 
flooded  area  maps  and  water  surface  profiles  for  Irondequoit  Creek  were  devel¬ 
oped  in  a  Corps  Flood  Plain  Information  Report  dated  February  1975.  AJ.1 
areas  are  briefly  described  below  with  more  extensive  detail  of  the  major 
areas  beginning  with  Section  Cl. 3. 
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Table  C2  -  Damage  Areas  in  Irondequoit  Creek.  Basin 


_ Description _ 

Ellison  Park  -  Towns  of  Brighton  and  Penfield 

Irondequoit  Creek  meanders  through  the  park  and  inundates  large 
areas  of  the  park  yearly  in  the  spring.  Physical  damages  are 
minimal  the  only  structures  are  a  few  small  park  structures  and 
three  or  four  homes  which  could  be  evacuated  or  floodproofed . 

Panorama  Plaza  -  Town  of  Penfield 

The  1960  flood  caused  considerable  overland  flooding  in  the  plaza 
area  with  intermediate  damage.  Because  of  increased  development 
since  this,  future  floods  greater  than  the  1960  flood  could  cause 
excessive  damage  to  the  plaza  and  adjacent  Brook  Hill  apartments. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Brighton 

The  reports  of  flooding  in  this  area,  along  a  tributary  to  Allen 
Creek,  have  become  more  prevalent  in  recent  years  due  to 
increased  development.  Physical  damages  are  minimal  and  do  not 
justify  a  Federal  project.  The  few  homes  in  the  area  could  be 
floodproofed . 

Golf  Course  -  Town  of  Pittsford 

Allen  Creek  tributary  with  low  banks  runs  through  the  golf 
course,  periodically  causing  considerable  overland  flooding  which 
results  in  landscape  damage.  The  homes  on  the  west  end  of 
Country  Club  Drive  experience  periodic  basement  flooding  which 
could  be  prevented  by  floodproofing. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Brighton 

The  Stonybrook  Road  area  had  considerable  damage  in  1960,  includ¬ 
ing  damage  to  driveway  bridges  caused  by  overbank  flooding  of 
Allen  Creek.  Floodproofing  could  reduce  damages  in  the  area. 
Major  structural  protection  measures  are  not  recommended. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Pittsford 

This  area  is  on  a  tributary  to  Allen  Creek.  The  area  has  been 
flooded  many  times,  however,  the  damage  costs  have  been  minimal 
for  homeowners.  The  inadequately  sized  Penn  Central  R.R.  cul¬ 
vert  is  a  restriction  to  large  flows. 
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Table  C2  -  Damage  Areas  In  Irondequoit  Creek  Basin  (Cont'd) 

Area  No.  : _  Description _ 

7  :  Undeveloped  Area  -  Town  of  Perlnton 

:  The  land  adjacent  to  Thomas  Creek  is  low  and  is  floodprone. 

:  However,  the  lack  of  development  nullifies  any  need  for  any 
:  immediate  flood  protection  measures. 


8 


9 


10 


Railroad  and  Undeveloped  Area  -  Town  of  Perlnton 

This  area  encompasses  a  railroad  complex  and  a  low  swampy  area 
between  the  railroad  and  the  Erie  Canal.  The  area  along  Thomas 
Creek  is  largely  undeveloped  and  there  is  no  significant  flood 
damage.  Clearing  and  snagging  is  recommended  in  the  area. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Perinton 


A  school,  a  small  manufacturing  firm,  and  a  few  homes  along 
Midvale  Drive  are  susceptible  to  flooding  at  the  confluence  of 
Thomas  Creek  into  Irondequoit  Creek.  No  major  flooding  has 
occurred  in  recent  years.  Minor  channelization  and  floodproofing 
of  the  structures  could  improve  conditions. 

Residential  Area  -  Towns  of  Pittsford  and  Perlnton 

Minor  flooding  occurs,  caused  primarily  by  inadequate  culverts. 
The  tributary  to  Irondequoit  Creek  is  so  small  that  Federal 
investigation  would  be  unwarranted  due  to  the  lack  of  economic 
justification. 


11 


12 


Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Henrietta 

Minor  flooding  problems  due  to  Allen  Creek  have  occurred  in  the 
area,  mainly  because  of  inadequate  drainage  ditches,  and  also 
domestic  sewer  backups.  The  town  of  Henrietta  corrected  most  of 
the  drainage  ditch  problems. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Perinton 

Most  of  the  development  in  this  area  is  on  high  ground  with 
little  incidence  of  flooding.  There  is  some  unrepaired  bank 
damage  along  the  creek  from  a  previous  flood  caused  when  the 
Barge  Canal  failed. 


13 


Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Pittsford 

Some  minor  flooding  has  occurred  in  the  area  but  the  main  prob¬ 
lem  is  bank  erosion  caused  from  backups  at  the  Barge  Canal 
culvert . 
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Table  C2  -  Damage  Areas  in  Irondequoit  Creek  Basin  (Cont'd) 


Area  Mo. 


Description 


14 


Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Perinton 


15 


There  is  minimal  development  in  an  area  tributary  to  White  Brook. 
There  has  not  been  any  damage  reported  in  recent  years. 

Powder  Mill  Park  -  Town  of  Perinton 


Flooding  of  Irondequoit  Creek  occurs  occasionally  in  this  area, 
but  does  not  result  in  any  damage  other  than  cleanup  expenses. 
This  is  an  area  of  wise  flood  plain  usage. 


16 


Farmland  -  Towns  of  Mendon  and  Victor 


17 


Flooding  occurs  almost  every  spring.  However,  the  area,  along 
Irondequoit  Creek,  is  very  rural  in  nature  and  has  minimal  flood 
damage . 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Mendon 


This  area  has  frequently  been  damaged  by  minor  floods-  The 
causes  of  the  flooding  are  an  inadequate  channel,  ice  jams,  and 
debris.  Relief  could  be  obtained  through  clearing,  snagging, 
and  channelization. 


18 


19 


20 


Farmland  and  Undeveloped  Area  -  Town  of  Mendon 

There  are  only  a  few  structures  near  the  flood  plain  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  flood  damage  is  minimal.  A  Federal  proj¬ 
ect  would  be  difficult  to  justify. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Victor 


There  are  possibly  only  two  structures  that  would  possibly  be 
affected  by  flooding,  and  damage  would  be  minimal  along  a  tribu¬ 
tary  to  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Residential  Area  -  Town  of  Penfield 

A  ditch  tributary  to  Thomas  Creek  creates  some  flooding  problems, 
but  these  are  not  serious  enough  to  warrant  further  investigation 


Cl .2. 5  Thomas  Creek. 


The  major  areas  of  potential  flood  damage  along  Thomas  Creek,  as 
Investigated  during  the  District's  April  1968  damage  survey  are  areas  7,  8, 

9,  and  20,  shown  on  Plate  C2.  There  has  been  little  or  no  previous  flood 
damage  reported  in  these  four  areas.  However,  because  of  recent  residential 
development  in  areas  9  and  20,  a  number  of  homes  are  now  potentially  suscep¬ 
tible  to  flood  damage.  There  is  little  additional  definitive  information 
concerning  these  potential  flood  damage  areas,  due  to  the  small  size  and 
isolated  nature  of  the  damage  areas. 

Cl. 2. 6  Allen  Creek. 

The  major  areas  of  potential  flood  damage  along  Allen  Creek,  as  sur¬ 
veyed  in  April  1968,  are  a  portion  of  area  2,  and  areas  3,  4,  5,  6,  and  11, 
as  shown  on  Plate  C2.  All  of  the  areas,  except  area  4,  are  residential,  with 
high  population  densities. 

Cl. 2. 7  Other  Unnamed  Tributaries. 

Areas  10  and  14  are  also  areas  of  potential  flood  damage  that  exist 
along  other  minor  tributaries  to  the  Irondequoit  Creek.  Both  areas 
experienced  minor  or  no  damage  during  the  March  1960  flood.  However,  these 
areas  have  experienced  development  in  recent  years,  and  the  potential  for 
some  flood  damage  now  exists . 

Cl. 3  MAJOR  FL00DPR0NE  AREAS 

Cl. 3.1  General . 

The  20  damage  areas  have  been  investigated  numerous  times  since  they 
were  first  surveyed  in  1968  and  later  described  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Plan 
of  Study,  dated  September  1976.  Flood  problems  in  Ellison  Park  (area  1), 
Panorama  Plaza  (area  2),  and  Bushnell  Basin  (area  13),  have  been  well  docu¬ 
mented  in  the  past.  As  noted  previously,  Ellison  Park,  a  part  of  the  Monroe 
County  Park  system,  receives  little  economic  damage,  the  major  flood  effects 
being  restricted  use  during  flood  conditions.  Panorama  Plaza  has  had  severe 
flood  damage  events  in  1964  and  1974,  with  occasional  incidences  of  minor 
property  damage  over  the  years  due  to  flooding.  Bushnell  Basin  has 
experienced  severe  erosion  and  minor  flooding  problems  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Barge  Canal  culverts.  The  17  remaining  floodprone  areas  have  either  had 
their  problems  corrected  or  have  been  identified  by  municipal  officials  as 
sustaining  no  economic  damages  outside  of  isolated,  occasional  problems  such 
as  flooded  basements.  These  17  floodprone  areas  have  only  minor  damages  and 
do  not  have  sufficient  flood  control  or  erosion  protection  benefits  to 
warrant  a  structural  Federal  project.  A  nonstructural  basin-wide  plan  is 
presented  in  the  Main  Report.  The  following  areas  were  considered  to  warrant 
further  Federal  investigation. 
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Cl. 3. 2  Ellison  Park. 


Ellison  Park  (area  1  on  Plate  C2)  is  located  In  the  towns  of  Penfleld 
and  Brighton,  and  is  maintained  by  the  Monroe  County  Park  System.  The  park 
currently  contains  four  homes  and  one  business,  with  no  record  of  serious 
flooding.  The  parkland  serves  as  a  flood  plain  with  very  little  property 
damage,  even  though  there  is  bank  overtopping  every  spring.  Since  the  park 
serves  as  a  nonstructural  solution  to  the  flood  problem,  it  is  recommended 
that  no  further  investigation  be  made  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Cl. 3. 3  Panorama  Plaza. 

Panorama  Plaza  (area  2  on  Plate  C2),  shown  on  Plate  C3  is  located  in 
the  town  of  Penfield.  This  area  lies  in  the  lower  region  of  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  basin  at  the  confluence  of  Allen  Creek  and  is  vulnerable  to  periodic 
flooding.  Most  of  the  damage  by  the  most  recent  floods  since  1960  has  been 
centered  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area. 

Development  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  includes  numerous  supermarkets,  a 
movie  theater,  fast  food  restaurants,  automobile  service  stations,  and  other 
commercial  establishments.  The  Brook  Hill  and  Penfield  Park  apartment 
buildings  are  just  downstream  of  the  plaza,  with  several  homes  and  small 
office  buildings  nearby.  The  left  bank  property  holds  an  automobile 
dealership,  the  Sybron/Nalge  Corporation,  and  several  light  manufacturing 
structures.  The  Flood  Damage  Survey  of  1977,  which  was  prepared  by  the 
Buffalo  District,  shows  that  a  total  of  76  commercial  businesses,  24  residen¬ 
tial  structures,  and  five  public  utilities  would  be  affected  by  a  4.0  percent 
chance  flood . 

Directly  behind  Panorama  Plaza  is  an  access  bridge  over  Irondequoit  Creek, 
which  provides  a  connecting  link  between  the  plaza  and  the  industrial  area  on 
the  left  bank.  The  access  bridge  culverts  are  inadequate  for  channel  capacity 
flow  as  determined  during  hydraulic  investigations.  The  bridges  on  Old 
Penfield  Road  and  Plaza  Extension  Road  appear  to  hinder  high  discharges. 

Both  bridges  were  analyzed  fox  possible  removal. 

Cl. 3.4  Bushnell  Basin. 

Bushnell  Basin  (area  13  on  Plate  C2)  is  located  in  the  town  of 
Pittsford.  Irondequoit  Creek  passes  under  the  Barge  Canal  through  two 
9'  X  12'  box  culverts.  There  is  a  significant  reduction  of  flow  through  the 
culvert  creating  a  dam  effect  and  causing  water  to  pond  against  the  high 
embankment  of  the  Barge  Canal  on  the  upstream  side  of  the  crossing.  The 
additional  head  thus  created  further  increases  the  already  high  velocities  in 
the  culvert. 

Extensive  erosion  occurs  just  downstream  of  the  culvert  due  to  the  high 
velocities  from  the  culverts  both  at  low  and  high  flood  stages.  A  flooding 
problem  is  caused  by  debris  jams  near  the  creek  bend  above  the  culvert  and  at 
the  culvert. 
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Conversations  with  local  residents  revealed  that  flows  in  the  creek  cause 
bank  full  stages  yearly.  Localized  flooding  occurs,  but  creates  little  phys¬ 
ical  damage  to  the  homes  in  the  area.  The  eroded  streambank  could  be  pro¬ 
tected  by  installation  of  a  riprap  or  gabion  revetment  and  the  water  velocity 
could  be  controlled  by  construction  of  a  stilling  basin  downstream  of  the 
culverts  under  the  canal.  A  debris  retention  structure,  properly  maintained 
upstream  of  the  culverts,  would  also  be  worthwhile. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  no  authority  to  provide  funding  for  protection  of 
erosion  areas  on  private  property.  The  Corps  can  only  provide  planning 
assistance  and  technical  information  to  aid  in  the  development  and  implemen¬ 
tation  of  flood  and  erosion  control  measures.  Therefore,  structural  alter¬ 
natives  for  the  Bushnell  Basin  area  were  not  considered  for  further  study  in 
this  report. 


Cl. 3. 5  Future  Floods. 

Floods  of  the  same  or  larger  magnitude  as  those  that  have  previously 
occurred  could  also  occur  in  the  future.  Larger  floods  have  been  experienced 
in  the  past  on  streams  with  characteristics  similar  to  those  found  in  the 
study  area.  Combinations  of  rainfall  and  runoff  to  those  causing  these 
floods  could  also  occur  in  the  study  area.  Discussion  of  the  future  floods 
in  this  FFR  have  been  designated  as  the  Intermediate  Regional  Flood  (IRF)  and 
the  Standard  Project  Flood  (SPF) .  The  Intermediate  Regional  Flood  is  by 
definition  a  flood  which  is  likely  to  "be  exceeded  on  the  average  of  once 
every  100  years  or  has  a  1.0  percent  chance  of  exceedence  in  any  year.  It  is 
important  to  note  that  while  on  a  long-term  basis  the  frequency  of  exceedence 
or  the  occurrence  averages  out  to  once  per  100  years.  Floods  of  this  magni¬ 
tude  can  be  exceeded  in  any  given  year  or  even  in  consecutive  years  and 
within  any  given  time  interval.  The  magnitude  of  the  Standard  Project  Flood 
is  based  upon  an  appraisal  of  the  flows  expected  to  develop  due  to  coinci¬ 
dence  of  the  most  critical  climatic  conditions  that  are  considered  reasonably 
characteristic  of  the  study  area.  The  Standard  Project  Flood  will  occur  less 
frequently,  but  will  be  more  severe  than  the  Intermediate  Regional  Flood. 

Cl. 4  GAGING  STATIONS 

Cl. 4.1  Stream  Gages . 

There  are  presently  two  continuous  recording  stream  gaging  stations  in 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed.  Two  other  stage  gages,  both  on  Irondequoit 
Creek,  were  discontinued  in  1972.  These  stage  gages  were  located  on  the 
Thornell  Road  Bridge  near  Pittsford  and  on  the  State  Highway  96  culvert  at 
Bushnell  Basin.  The  location  of  these  four  gages  can  be  found  on  Plate  Cl. 
The  two  existing  gaging  stations  are  on  Irondequoit  Creek  (Station  No. 
0423207)  and  Allen  Creek  (Station  No.  04232050).  The  Irondequoit  Creek 
gage  is  located  in  East  Rochester,  NY,  just  upstream  from  the  Linden  Street 
Bridge.  The  gage  was  established  in  August  1973.  Average  flow  for  6  years 
of  record  is  109  ft^/sec,  which  is  equivalent  to  16  inches  of  runoff  a  year. 
The  maximum  discharge  recorded  at  the  Irondequoit  Creek  gage  was  1,480 
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ft-Vsec  on  October  1974.  The  minimum  flow  was  23  ft'Vsec  on  9,  10,  and 
11  September  1975.  The  Allen  Creek  gage  la  located  near  Rochester,  NY,  about 
1  mile  upstream  from  the  confluence  with  Irondequoit  Creek.  The  Allen  Creek 
gage  was  established  in  November  1959.  Average  flow  for  19  years  of  record 
is  34.0  ft^/sec,  which  is  equivalent  to  15.3  inches  of  runoff  per  year.  The 
maximum  discharge  of  record  was  3,280  ft^/sec  on  17  May  1974,  and  the  minimum 
daily  discharge  was  1.7  ft^/sec  on  24  January  1963. 

Information  regarding  these  stations  can  be  found  in  Table  C3.  Peak 
discharges  can  be  found  on  Table  C4.  Partial  duration  flows  can  be  found  on 
Tables  C5  and  C6. 


Table  C3  -  Irondequoit  Creek  Basin  Gaging  Station  Information 


Creek 

Location 
and  Type 

Miles 

Upstream  of 
Creek's  Mouth 

Drainage 

Area 

Square  Mile 

Period  of 
Record 

Irondequoit 

Pittsford 

csl/ 

15.25 

41.9 

1962-1972 

Irondequoit 

Bushnell  Basin 

csl / 

13.30 

50.3 

1962-1972 

Irondequoit 

:  Linden  Avenue 

R 1/ 

7.88 

92.81/ 

1973-Present 

Allen 

:  Corbetts  Glen 

1.14 

30.  i£/ 

1959-Present 

:  R?/  : 

1 J  CS  -  Crest-Stage  Gage 
2J  R  -  Continuous  Stage  Recording  Gage 
3/  Flow  from  5.0  square  miles  noncontributing 
4/  Flow  from  3.5  square  miles  noncontributing 


Table  C4  -  Annual  Peak  Discharge 


Peak  Annual  Discharge  in  CFS 

v - 

Date 

Iron.  Ck. 
Pittsford!/ 

Iron.  Ck. 
Bushnell 
Basin!/ 

Iron.  Ck. 

Linden  Ave.!/ 

Q  &  Gage  Ht.(ft) 

Allen 
Corbett' 
Q  &  Gage 

Ck. 

s  Glen!/ 
Ht . (f t . ) 

3/30/60 

- 

- 

- 

2,100 

6.06 

2/26/61 

- 

- 

- 

890 

4.25 

3/12/62 

1,440 

1,250 

- 

782 

4.07 

3/17/63 

1,040 

1,150 

- 

1,050 

4.51 

3/15/64 

- 

476 

- 

481 

3.48 

2/8/65 

432 

- 

- 

320 

3.32 

2/11/66 

832 

518 

- 

- 

2/13/66 

- 

- 

- 

492 

4.21 

5/11/67 

- 

- 

- 

576 

4.33 

1/30/68 

612 

318 

- 

775 

4.60 
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Table  C4  -  Annual  Peak  Discharge  (Cont’d) 


Peak  Annual  Discharge  In  CFSl/ 


Date 

Iron .  Ck . 
Pittsford?/ 

Iron.  Ck. 
Bushnell 
Basin?./ 

Iron.  Ck. 

Linden  Ave.2/ 

Q  &  Gage  Ht.(ft) 

Allen 
Corbett' 
Q  &  Gage 

Ck. 

s  Glenl/ 

Ht  .(ft . ) 

4/19/69 

960 

895 

- 

790 

4.62 

12/11/69 

750 

895 

- 

715 

4.52 

3/15/71 

- 

- 

- 

874 

4.73 

1/23/72 

1,080 

- 

- 

- 

6/23/72 

- 

1,200 

- 

900 

4.82 

3/17/73 

- 

- 

- 

1,080 

4.98 

5/17/74 

- 

- 

1,340 

15.39 

3,280 

7.42 

8/29/74*/ 

- 

- 

1,480 

15.64 

- 

6/16/75 

- 

- 

670 

4.43 

3/4/76 

- 

- 

1,020 

14.73 

- 

4/25/76 

- 

- 

—m 

1,170 

5.09 

4/25/77 

- 

- 

494 

13.48 

- 

9/25/77 

- 

- 

774 

4.58 

3/21/78 

- 

- 

• 

890 

4.74 

3/22/78 

- 

- 

:  842 

14.35 

- 

9/14/79 

- 

- 

: 

935 

4.80 

3/5/79 

- 

- 

:  1,350 

15.35 

- 

T7  USGS  water  year  is  October  to  September. 

2 /  Information  taken  from  the  1975  Flood  Plain  Information  Report  for 


Irondequoit  Creek. 

3/  From  USGS  Water  Resources  Data  for  New  York. 
4/  Barge  Canal  failed  at  Bushnell's  Basin. 
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Table  C5  -  Partial  Duration  Discharges!./ 
Allen  Creek 


Date /Time 

Discharge  (cfs) 

Date/Time 

Discharge  (cfs) 

3/30/1960  (0815) 

2,100 

6/23/1972  (0715) 

900 

2/26/1961  (0330) 

890 

11/9/1972  (0730) 

578 

3/12/1962  (1630) 

782 

11/26/1972  (1545) 

502 

3/17/1963  (1900) 

1,050 

12/6/1972  (1330) 

497 

3/15/1964  (0545) 

481 

3/4/1973  (1915) 

566 

2/13/1966  (2300) 

492 

3/14/1973  (1645) 

486 

5/11/1967  (2100) 

576 

3/17/1973  (1515) 

1,080 

10/19/1967  (0415) 

670 

4/5/1973  (0130) 

729 

11/23/1967  (0845) 

597 

11/15/1973  (1830) 

480 

1/30/1968  (0930) 

775 

12/27/1973  (0545) 

436 

8/24/1968  (1030) 

541 

2/22/1974  (1600) 

750 

11/16/1968  (0330) 

466 

5/17/1974  (0600) 

3,280 

11/29/1968  (0130) 

506 

6/16/1975  (0745) 

670 

12/4/1968  (1245) 

534 

2/13/1976  (1830) 

482 

1/31/1969  (0315) 

472 

3/4/1976  (1430) 

959 

4/19/1969  (0745) 

790 

4/25/1976  (1900) 

1,170 

6/3/1969  (0230) 

604 

5/20/1976  (0430) 

816 

12/11/1969  (0515) 

715 

6/12/1976  (0900) 

788 

2/2/1970  (2200) 

478 

8/13/1976  (0945) 

1,070 

4/2/1970  (1545) 

555 

10/21/1976  (0415) 

606 

8/30/1970  (2315) 

452 

3/13/1977  (0915) 

504 

2/27/1971  (1815) 

685 

9/25/1977  (0315) 

744 

3/15/1971  (1730) 

874 

12/15/1977  (0200) 

774 

8/23/1971  (0345) 

611 

12/18/1977  (2245) 

533 
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Table  C5  -  Partial  Duration  Discharges!/  (Cont’d) 
Allen  Creek 


Date /Time 

Discharge  (cfs) 

3/14/1978  (2400) 

581 

3/21/1978  (2000) 

889 

9/18/1978  (2345) 

515 

1/1/1979  (1945) 

533 

3/4/1979  (2200) 

919 

9/14/1979  (1545) 

935 

y  Flows  above  a  base  of  450  cfs. 
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Table  C6  -  Partial  Duration  Discharges!./ 
Irondequoit  Creek  at  Gage 


Date/Time 

Discharge  (cfs) 

5/17/1974  (0900) 

1,340 

10/29/1974  (1900) 

1,480 

1/30/1975  (0030) 

574 

2/25/1975  (0915) 

775 

2/19/1976  (1015) 

662 

3/4/1976  (1445) 

1,020 

4/16/1976  (0615) 

584 

4/26/1976  (1745) 

658 

5/20/1976  (1030) 

670 

12/15/1977  (NA)— / 

720 

3/16/1978  (0630) 

665 

3/22/1978  (1715) 

842 

1/2/1979  (2015) 

571 

3/5/1979  (2130) 

1,350 

9/14/1979  (1530) 

575 

\J  Flows  above  a  base  of  570  cfs. 

U  Not  available,  recorder  inoperative, 
assume  same  time  as  Allen  Creek 
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Cl. 4. 2  Precipitation  Gages. 


As  mentioned  in  paragraph  Cl. 1.2,  there  are  four  precipitation  gages 
located  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  Listed  below  are 
the  total  precipitation  amounts  for  some  of  the  more  notable  storms  in  the 
basin. 

a.  20-25  June  1972  storm  (Tropical  Storm  Agnes): 


Honeoye  Falls 
Macedon 
Rochester 
East  Bloomfield 


4.92  inches 
4.20  inches 
4.01  inches 
4.97  inches 


b.  16-17  May  1974  storm: 


Honeoye  Falls 
Macedon 
Rochester 
East  Bloomfield 


No  Report 
2.95  inches 
3.85  inches 
1.16  inches 


c.  17-20  May  1976  storm: 


Honeoye  Falls 
Macedon 
Rochester 
East  Bloomfield 


Abandoned 
3.26  Inches 
1.1  Inches 
No  Report 


d.  13-14  September  1979  storm  (Tropical  Storm  Frederick): 


Honeoye  Falls 
Macedon 
Rochester 
East  Bloomfield 


Abandoned 
Abandoned 
3.54  inches 
2.69  inches 


Cl. 5  RAINFALL-RUNOFF  ANALYSIS 


Cl. 5.1  General. 

In  all  water  resource  studies,  it  is  of  prime  importance  to  understand 
the  hydrologic  responses  of  a  watershed  to  precipitation  and  snowmelt.  Basic 
hydrologic  parameters  used  to  describe  these  relationships  are  time-area 
curves,  routing  coefficients,  loss  rate  coefficients,  and  unit  hydrographs 
and  their  characterizing  parameters.  This  section  of  the  report  will  deal 
with  the  development  of  these  hydrologic  parameters.  As  detailed  later  in 
this  appendix,  these  parameters  will  be  used  to  determine  the  Standard 
Project  Flood  for  both  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks,  and  the  discharge- 
frequency  curve  for  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek. 
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Cl. 5. 2  Allen  Creek. 


The  unit  hydrograph  and  loss  rate  parameters  for  Allen  Creek  at  the 
gage  were  developed  using  the  May  1974  storm  flood  hydrograph  and  rainfall 
pattern  with  the  optimization  routine  of  computer  program  HEC-1 
(723-X6-L2010)  developed  by  the  Hydrologic  Engineering  Center  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Davis,  CA.  The  May  1974  storm  flood  hydrograph  and  rainfall  pat¬ 
tern  can  be  found  on  Figure  Cl.  The  final  results  of  the  unit  hydrograph  and 
loss  rate  parameter  studies  are  as  follows  using  the  parameter  titles  as 
defined  by  the  computer  program. 

a.  Clarks  coefficients  for  unit  hydrograph: 

TC  -  7.18 
R  -  13.24 

b.  Loss  rate  coefficients: 

STRKR  -  .08 

ERAIN  *  .46 

DLTKR  -  .41 

RTIOL  -  3.34 

An  explanation  of  the  loss  rate  coefficients  can  be  found  in  the  user  manual 
for  the  HEC-1  program.  An  explanation  of  Clark's  coefficients  for  unit 
hydrograph  can  be  found  in  any  standard  text  on  hydrology. 

For  Allen  Creek,  no  routing  coefficients  were  needed  due  to  the  closeness  of 
the  gaging  station  to  the  confluence  with  Irondequoit  Creek.  Because  of  the 
common  shape  of  the  standard  time-area  curve  used  in  the  HEC-1  program,  it 
was  assumed  to  be  valid  for  the  Allen  Creek  Watershed.  The  unit  hydrograph 
for  Allen  Creek  can  be  seen  on  Figure  C2. 

Cl. 5.3  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Because  of  apparent  more  complex  hydrologic  responses  for  Irondequoit 
Creek,  calculation  of  the  unit  hydrograph  and  loss  rate  parameters  for 
Irondequoit  Creek  was  not  as  easy  as  for  Allen  Creek.  Various  storms  were 
analyzed,  with  no  consistent  results  obtained  for  the  loss  rate  parameters. 
The  final  values  of  the  unit  hydrograph  parameters  were  taken  from  the  opti¬ 
mization  of  the  May  1974  storm  data.  The  final  values  of  the  loss  rate  para¬ 
meters  were  obtained  by  manipulating  the  loss  rates  from  the  May  1976  storm 
data  to  reproduce  the  May  1974  flood  hydrograph.  The  final  results  of  the 
unit  hydrograph  and  loss  rate  parameters  studies  are  as  follows: 

a.  Clarks  coefficients  for  unit  hydrograph 

TC  -  8 
R  -  26 
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b.  Loss  rate  coefficients: 

STRKR  =*  .30 

DLTKR  -  .83 

RTIOL  -  1.87 
ERAIN  -  .44 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  is  rural  in  nature,  while  the  Allen  Creek 
Watershed  is  highly  urbanized,  thus  accounting  for  the  differences  in  loss 
rates  between  the  two  watersheds. 

The  May  1974  flood  on  Irondequoit  Creek  can  be  found  on  Figure  C3,  and  the 
unit  hydrograph  can  be  found  on  Figure  C4.  The  computer  model  HEC-l  was  used 
to  analysis  the  various  storms.  The  time-area  curve  used  in  the  HEC-1 
program  was  assumed  to  be  valid  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed. 

The  value  of  TC  (8  hours)  was  felt  to  be  a  good  value  after  comparing  it  to 
the  value  of  TC  (TC  •  9.0)  calculated  by  the  optimization  of  May  1976 
discharge  hydrograph  (peak  »  670  cfs) .  The  value  of  TC  compared  reasonably 
with  the  value  of  TC  determined  by  a  regional  analysis  of  TC  and  R  done  for 
the  Tonawanda  Creek  Study  (1980)  (TC  -  8.4).  The  value  of  R  (26)  is 
reasonable  because  it  was  found  to  be  the  R  calculated  in  the  May  1974 
(R  ■  26)  and  May  1976  discharge  hydrograph  (26.5)  and  close  to  the 
September  1979  value  (20.03). 

The  value  of  TC  and  R  used  for  Irondequoit  Creek  at  the  gage  are  the  same 
values  used  in  the  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  dated  July  1979.  Only  the 
May  1974  discharge  hydrograph  (Figure  C3)  is  presented  for  graphical 
purposes . 

The  routing  coefficients  used  for  the  FFR  had  been  previously  developed  in 
the  PFR.  The  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed  was  divided  into  five  areas  for 
routing  purposes.  These  areas  are: 

Area  1  -  Upstream  of  Barge  Canal. 

Area  2  -  From  Barge  Canal  to  Upstream  of  Thomas  Creek. 

Area  3  -  Thomas  Creek. 

Area  4  -  From  Thomas  Creek  to  gage  on  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Area  5  -  From  gage  to  upstream  of  Allen  Creek. 

Hydrographs  at  the  upstream  side  of  the  Barge  Canal  were  routed  through  the 
Barge  Canal  using  a  Modified  Puls  Routing.  Routing  from  the  Barge  Canal  to 
Thomas  Creek  was  by  the  Muskingum  method.  Local  flood  hydrographs  were  added 
at  the  confluence  of  Thomas  and  Irondequoit  Creeks.  From  Thomas  Creek  to 
gage,  and  from  gage  to  upstream  of  confluence  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit,  the 
Muskingum  method  of  routing  was  used.  For  the  three  routing  reaches  between 
the  Barge  Canal  and  Allen  Creek,  the  Muskingum  routing  coefficients 
K  ■  2  hr  and  X  *  0.1  were  used. 


The  reliability  of  these  routing  coefficients  are  questionable  due  to  the 
lack  of  proper  data  to  calibrate  the  routing  coefficients-  The  routing 
reaches  were  originally  developed  to  analyse  possible  reservoir  plans  in 
the  upstream  reaches  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  These  reservoir  studies  were 
abandoned  early  in  the  PFR  as  being  unfeasible.  The  routing  coefficients 
were  developed  by  routing  unit  hydrographs  through  the  various  reaches  to 
match  the  unit  hydrograph  at  the  gage.  Since  the  unit  hydrograph  for  the 
reaches  were  based  on  the  unit  hydrograph  developed  at  the  gage,  there  is  no 
need  to  use  the  system  model  in  the  FFR. 

C.1.6  FLOOD  PROBABILITY 

Cl. 6.1  Regional  Studies. 

Streamflow  data  through  water  year  1977,  for  the  gaging  stations 
listed  In  Table  C7,  were  used  in  a  regional  frequency  study.  The  locations 
of  these  stations  can  be  found  on  Plate  C3.  The  regional  study  was  under¬ 
taken  to  determine  the  statistical  parameters  of  mean  annual  discharge  (Qm) , 
standard  deviation  (s),  and  skew  coefficient  (g)  for  each  of  the  gaging 
stations.  The  values  of  Qm,  s,  and  g  were  determined  using  a  Log  Pearson 
Type  III  analysis  for  each  gaging  station.  Regression  analyses  were  then 
performed  to  determine  the  relationships  between  drainage  area  and  Qm,  s,  and 
g.  The  results  of  these  studies  can  be  found  on  Figures  C5,  C6,  C7,  and  C8. 
The  regional  frequency  study  was  taken  from  the  Tonawanda  Creek  Flood 
Management  Study,  dated  1980. 

♦ 

The  peak  discharge  for  any  frequency  can  then  be  calculated  by  using  the  for¬ 
mula  Log  Q  peak  *  Qm  +  KS,  where  Qm  is  the  log  of  Qm,  K  is  a  function  of  the 
skew  (g)  and  the  frequency,  and  S  is  the  log  of  the  standard  deviation(S) . 
Value  of  K  for  a  given  value  of  g  are  determined  using  standardized  tables 
from  Water  Resources  Council  Bulletin  17A. 

Cl. 6. 2  Discharge-Frequency  Curves  at  Gages. 

Discharge-frequency  curves  were  developed  for  Irondequoit  and  Allen 
Creeks  at  the  gages.  Various  techniques,  such  as  rainfall-runoff  analysis. 
Log  Pearson  Type  III  analysis,  and  regional  analyses  were  used  to  determine 
the  best  discharge-frequency  curves  for  the  two  creeks. 

A  discharge-frequency  curve  for  Irondequoit  Creek  using  the  rainfall  runoff 
method  at  the  gage  was  developed  using  Technical  Paper  No.  AO  (TP-40), 
"Rainfall  Frequency  Atlas  of  the  United  States,  etc."  and  the  unit  hydrograph 
and  loss  rate  parameters  discussed  in  paragraph  Cl. 5. 3.  A  discharge- 
frequency  curve  using  a  regional  analysis  was  also  developed  using  the 
methodology  described  in  paragraph  Cl. 6.1.  The  coefficients  used  for  the  Log 
Pearson  Type  III  equations  are: 


a.  Qm  ■  3.301 

b.  K  -  .163 

c.  g  *  -.12 
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Table  C7  -  USGS  Gaging  Stations  Around  the  Irondequolt  Creek  Watershed 


Gaging  Stations 

DA 

Period  of 

Record 

Little  Tonawanda  at  Linden 
(04216500) 

22.1 

1912-1968 

1978-present 

Cayuga  Creek  near  Lancaster 
(04215000) 

94.9 

1938-1968 

1971-present 

Cazenovia  Creek  at  Ebenezer 
(04215500) 

134.0 

1940-present 

Buffalo  Creek  at  Gardenvllle 
(04214500) 

144.0 

1938-present 

Cattaraugus  Creek  at  Gowanda 
(04213500) 

432.0 

1939-present 

Oatka  Creek  at  Warsaw 
(04230380) 

41.9 

1963-present 

Ellicott  Creek  near 

72.4 

1955-1972  y 

Williarnsville 

(04218518) 

77.6 

1972-present 

Tonawanda  Creek  at  Batavia 
(04211000) 

171.0 

1929-1944  1/ 

1944-present 

Tonawanda  Creek  at  Alabama 
(04217500) 

231.0 

1922-1955  y 

1955-present 

Tonawanda  Creek  at  Rapids 
(04218000) 

351.0 

1955-1965 

1978-present 

Genesee  River  at  Jones  Bridge 
(04227500) 

1,419 

1910-present  hJ 

Genesee  River  at  Rochester 
(04232000) 

2,457 

1909-present  !l/ 

2/  City  of  Batavia  gage  during  period  indicated. 

3/  NYS  Department  of  Public  Works  gage  during  period  indicated. 
¥/  Only  flow  data  prior  to  Mt.  Morris  dam  was  used. 
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These  two  discharge-frequency  curves  for  Irondequoit  Creek  at  the  gage  can  be 
found  on  Figure  C9.  The  expected  probability  curve  was  developed  assuming  20 
years  of  record  (amount  of  record  for  TP0-40  rainfall).  The  rainfall-runoff 
curve  was  modified  to  more  closely  follow  the  slope  of  the  regional  study 
curve. 

One  discharge-frequency  curve  for  Allen  Creek  was  developed  using  a  Log 
Pearson  Type  III  analysis.  The  Allen  Creek  watershed  has  experienced  rapid 
urbanization  of  the  northern  part  of  the  watershed  which  could  would  lead  to 
discontinuities  in  the  discharge  data.  Therefore,  the  discharge  data  was 
divided  into  two  periods;  1960  through  1979,  and  1969  through  1979.  This 
assumes  that  the  years  of  changing  urbanization  can  be  separated  from  the 
years  of  stability.  The  peak  discharge  data  for  the  periods  1960  through 
1979,  and  1969  through  1979  were  analyzed  using  Bulletin  17A  Criteria 
(Bulletin  17A  -  Guidelines  for  Determining  Flood-Flow  Frequency  by  the  United 
States  Water  Resources  Council,  June  1977).  The  results  of  these  analyses 
are  found  on  Figure  CIO. 

Another  discharge-frequency  curve  was  developed  using  the  rainfall  runoff 
method.  This  curve  was  developed  using  Technical  Paper  No.  25  (TP-25), 
"Rainfall  Intensity  -  Duration-Frequency  Curves,  Etc."  and  the  unit 
hydrograph  and  loss  rate  parameters  for  the  Allen  Creek  gage  discussed  in 
paragraph  Cl. 5. 2.  This  curve  can  be  found  on  Figure  CIO. 

•An  option  within  the  new  version  of  HEC-1  allows  for  computer  calculation  of 
the  temporal  distribution  of  precipitation*.  Total  rainfall  and  excess  for 
Allen  Creek  and  Irondequoit  Creek  are  as  follows: 


Return  Interval 

Allen 

Creek 

Irondequoit 

Rainfall* 

Excess* 

Rainfall* 

Excess* 

2  years 

1.54 

1.02 

1.90 

.51 

5  years 

2.35 

1.73 

2.80 

.90 

10  years 

2.88 

2.21 

3.35 

1.35 

25  years 

3.13 

2.47 

3.83 

1.67 

50  years 

3.58 

2.90 

4.14 

1.78 

100  years 

4.02 

3.30 

4.23 

2.04 

*  Inches  in  24  hours. 

TP-25  presents  point  rainfall  intensity-duration-frequency  curves  for  the  203 
National  Weather  Service  first  order  stations  in  the  U.  S.;  one  of  those 
being  the  station  at  Rochester,  NY.  TP-40  is  a  rainfall-frequency  atlas 
developed  from  data  for  first  order  weather  stations,  total  rainfall  stations 
(24-hour  stations),  and  nonrecording  data  stations.  The  rainfall  data  from 
these  stations  was  used  to  develop  generalized  Isohyetals  for  the  United 
States  for  given  conditions  of  frequency  and  duration. 

Rainfall  patterns  developed  using  TP-25  should  be  used  in  areas  where  first 
order  stations  can  be  used  to  represent  the  aerial  and  temporal  distribution 
of  rainfall  over  a  watershed,  such  as  the  Allen  Creek  Watershed.  Rainfall 
patterns  developed  using  TP— 40  should  be  used  in  areas  not  represented  by 
first  order  stations,  such  as  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 
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Cl. 6. 3  Discharge-Frequency  Curves  in  Project  Area. 

Since  the  area  of  study  for  this  report  is  located  downstream  from  both 
the  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creek  gages,  the  discharge-frequency  curves  at  each 
of  these  gages  must  be  transposed  and  modified  to  determine  downstream 
discharge-frequency  relationships.  To  do  this,  the  equation  C^/Q^  m 
( DA2/DA1 )exp  n  was  used.  and  DAI  are  the  discharge  and  drainage  area  at 
the  gage,  and  Q2  and  DA2  are  the  discharge  and  drainage  area  for  the  point 
downstream  from  the  gage.  The  value  of  ”n"  was  calculated  by  plotting 
discharge  vs.  drainage  area  on  log- log  paper  and  computing  the  slope  ~(n) 
(Figure  Cll). 

Figure  Cll  was  developed  using  data  from  three  storms  for  various  creeks  and 
streams  in  the  western  New  York  area.  These  storms  are  the  March  1956  storm, 
the  March  1955  storm,  and  the  June  1972  storm.  The  data  used  for  Figure  Cll 
can  be  found  on  Table  C8.  A  value  for  “n"  of  .9  was  adopted. 


Table  C8  -  March  1955,  March  1956,  and  June  1972  Storms 


Gaging  Station 

Drainage  Area 
(acres) 

March  1955 
cf  s 

March  1956 
cf  s 

June  1972 
cf  s 

Cattaraugus 

432 

19,400 

34,600 

25,300 

Cayuga 

93.3 

7,900 

8,700 

- 

Cazenovia 

134 

13,500 

13,000 

12,300 

Little  Tonawanda 

22 

2,460 

2,700 

- 

Buffalo 

144 

13,000 

13,000 

12,000 

Canasaruga 

153 

3,990 

4,500 

9,600 

Allen 

30.1 

- 

- 

900 

Using  this  equation  and  the  discharge-frequency  curves  discussed  in  paragraph 
Cl. 6. 2,  the  discharge-frequency  curve  was  determined  for  Allen  Creek  at  a 
point  just  upstream  of  the  confluence  of  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks.  The 
discharge-frequency  curve  on  Irondequoit  Creek  at  a  point  just  upstream  of 
the  confluence  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks  was  also  determined.  These 
curves  are  shown  on  Figures  C13  and  C14,  respectively. 

Three  distinct  discharge-frequency  curves  were  developed  for  the  point  just 
downstream  from  the  confluence  of  Allen  Creek  on  Irondequoit  Creek.  One 
curve  was  developed  using  the  regional  studies  (paragraph  Cl. 6.1).  Another 
curve  was  developed  using  the  rainfall-runoff  discharge  frequency  curve 
(paragraph  Cl. 6. 2)  of  Irondequoit  Creek  at  the  gage  and  moving  it  downstr< am 
by  the  peak  discharge  area  method  discussed  in  paragraph  Cl. 6. 3  and  modified 
to  more  closely  follow  the  slope  of  the  regional  study  curve.  The  final 
curve  was  developed  using  the  Allen  Creek  discharge-frequency  curve  and  two 
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hydrological  events:  the  May  1974  event  and  the  September  1979  event.  For 
these  two  events,  (the  peaks  coincidental)  the  peaks  were  added  together  to 
form  two  points,  that  were  plotted  according  to  the  frequency  of  the  Allen 
Creek  event.  These  two  points  were  then  connected  by  a  straight  line  to  form 
the  discharge-frequency  curve  at  this  point. 

In  June  of  1980,  there  was  another  major  event  on  Allen  Creek  in  which  the 
timing  of  the  peak  on  Allen  was  coincidental  with  the  peak  on  Irondequoit  (at 
the  gages).  This  event  was  plotted  in  the  same  manner  as  were  the  May  1974 
and  September  1979  events.  As  can  be  seen  on  Figure  C12,  this  event  plots 
very  well  with  the  other  two  events.  All  discharges  given  are  the  values 
determined  at  the  gages.  These  discharges  were  moved  downstream  using  the 
peak  discharge-area  method  described  in  Section  Cl. 6. 3.  The  June  1980  event 
is  as  follows: 

a.  Allen  Creek 

Peak  -  1,590  cfs 

Time  -  8  June  1980  (0600) 

b .  Irondequoit  Creek 

Peak  -  795  cfs 

Time  -  8  June  1980  (0730) 

These  three  discharge-frequency  curves  c'an  be  found  as  Figure  C12.  The  peaks 
were  observed  on: 

May  1974 

Allen  -  6:00  a.m.  on  17  May  1974 

Irondequoit  -  9:00  a.m.  on  17  May  1974 

September  1979 

Allen  -  4:00  p.m.  on  14  September  1979 

Irondequoit  -  4:00  p.m.  on  14  September  1979 

The  peaks  were: 

May  1974 

Allen  -  3,280  cfs 

Irondequoit  -  1,340  cfs 

September  1979 

Allen  -  935  cfs 

Irondequoit  -  575  cfs 
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Cl. 6. 4  Recommended  Discharge-Frequency  Curves. 

The  recommended  discharge-frequency  curves  for  Allen  Creek  at  the 
confluence  (IP  03)  and  Irondequoit  Creek  just  upstream  (IP  #2)  and  downstream 
(IP  #1)  of  the  confluence  are  found  on  Figures  C13,  C14,  and  C15, 
respectively. 

The  recommended  Allen  Creek  discharge-frequency  curve,  Figure  C13,  is  the 
curve  developed  by  the  rainfall  runoff  method  (paragraph  Cl. 6. 2),  Figure  CIO, 
and  moved  downstream.  This  cuive  was  selected  over  the  Log  Pearson  Type  III 
curves  because  of  the  uncertainty  of  using  the  split  sample  to  determine  a 
discharge-frequency  curve.  Also,  the  unit  hydrographs  and  loss  rate  param¬ 
eters  used  are  indicative  of  those  you  would  expect  from  an  urbanized  area 
such  as  Allen  Creek. 

The  discharge-frequency  curve  for  Irondequoit  Creek  upstream  of  the 
confluence  with  Allen,  Figure  C14,  is  the  rainfall  runoff  curve  at  the  gage 
(paragraph  Cl. 6. 2),  Figure  C9,  moved  downstream.  This  curve  was  selected 
over  the  regional  curve  because  it  uses  unit  hydrograph  and  loss  rate  param¬ 
eters  which  are  indicative  of  the  watershed.  The  lower  part  of  the  curve 
from  a  10-year  event  and  lower  was  reformulated  by  smoothing  the  curve  to  be 
more  closely  parallel  with  the  regional  frequency  discharge  curve. 

The  rainfall-runoff  curve.  Figure  C12,  was  selected  as  the  recommended 
disckarge-f requency  for  Irondequoit  Creek  just  downstream  from  the  confluence 
of  Allen  (IP  #1).  This  curve  is  reproduced  on  Figure  C15.  This  curve  was 
selected  because  the  recommended  discharge-frequency  curves  for  Irondequoit 
and  Allen  just  upstream  of  the  confluence  (IP  02  and  03)  were  constructed  in 
the  same  manner.  In  addition,  the  curve  plots  between  the  other  two 
discharge-frequency  curves  for  this  point.  The  discharge-frequency  curve 
created  by  using  the  Allen  Creek  discharge  frequency  curve  is  on  the 
low  side,  considering  the  drainage  areas  (31.3  vs  128  square  miles).  The 
regional  frequency  curve  is  on  the  high  side,  because  it  represents 
watersheds  which  have  higher  amounts  of  runoff  per  given  unit  of  rainfall 
than  that  indicated  by  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Confidence  limits  were  calculated  for  Allen  Creek  (IP  03)  using  the  Log 
Pearson  Type  III  analysis  of  the  peak  flows  for  this  period  1969  to  1979. 
Confidence  limits  were  not  developed  for  index  IP  01  and  02  on  Irondequoit 
Creek. 

Cl. 7  STANDARD  PROJECT  FLOOD 

Standard  Project  Flood  (SPF)  estimates  were  prepared  for  Allen  Creek  at 
the  mouth  and  for  Irondequoit  Creek  at  the  points  just  upstream  and 
downstream  of  the  confluence  with  Allen  Creek.  The  SPF  is  a  hypothetical 
storm  based  on  "the  most  severe  meteorologic  conditions  considered  reasonably 
characteristic  of  the  geographic  region  involved." 

The  SPF  was  calculated  using  the  SPF  options  of  the  HEC-1  computer  model. 

The  unit  hydrographs  for  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  at  the  gages  were  used. 
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along  with  the  loss  rate  coefficients  for  Allen  Creek.  Since  the  loss  rate 
coefficients  for  Allen  Creek  allow  larger  amounts  of  runoff  than  those  for 
Irondequoit  Creek,  it  was  decided  to  use  the  Allen  Creek  loss  rates 
throughout  the  watershed.  The  SPF  index  was  calculated  using  the  guidelines 
established  in  Civil  Engineer  Bulletin  No.  52-B  (EM  1110-2-1141).  This  index 
is  the  amount  of  standard  project  storm  rainfall  that  will  fall  over  a  200 
square  mile  watershed  in  24  hours.  Using  the  SPF  option  in  the  computer 
program,  the  total  computed  rainfall  for  Irondequoit  Creek  was  10.80  inches, 
with  the  runoff  being  9.24  inches.  The  total  computed  rainfall  for  Allen 
Creek  was  11.01  inches,  and  the  runoff  was  9.45  inches. 

The  SPF  hydrograph  was  calculated  at  the  gage  on  Irondequoit  Creek,  routed  to 
the  confluence  of  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek  where  the  local  SPF 
hydrograph  between  Allen  Creek  and  the  gage  on  Irondequoit  Creek  was  added 
on.  The  SPF  hydrograph  for  Allen  Creek  is  then  added-  This  procedure  gives 
the  peak  SPF  discharges  for  the  points  on  Irondequoit  Creek.  Because  of  the 
relatively  small  increases  in  drainage  area  and  the  conservative  procedures 
used  in  centering  the  SPS  rainfall  over  Allen  Creek,  the  peak  SPF  discharge 
for  Allen  Creek  was  calculated  at  the  gage  and  translated  with  no  modifica¬ 
tion  to  the  mouth  of  Allen  Creek.  The  use  of  the  routing  criteria  to  route 
the  SPF  hydrograph  at  the  gage  on  Irondequoit  to  the  confluence  of  Allen  and 
Irondequoit  was  felt  to  be  justified  in  the  case  of  the  SPF.  A  SPF  peak 
discharge  just  upstream  of  the  confluence  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks  on 
Irondequoit  Creek  was  calculated  using  the  peak  discharge  -  drainage  area 
method  described  in  Section  Cl. 6. 3  and  compared  favorable  with  the  recom¬ 
mended  value  (15,600  vs  15,300).  For  this  reason  it  was  felt  that  the 
adapted  method  was  the  best  way  to  calculate  the  SPF  hydrographs.  The  peak 
SPF  discharges  are  as  follows: 

a.  Irondequoit  Creek  at  gage  -  15,000  cfs 

b.  Irondequoit  Creek  upstream  of  Allen  Creek  -  15,300  cfs 

c.  Irondequoit  Creek  downstream  of  Allen  Creek  -  21,900  cfs 

d.  Allen  Creek  at  gage  -  7,700  cfs 

The  SPF  hydrographs  for  Irondequoit  Creek  upstream  and  downstream  of  Allen 
Creek  can  be  found  on  Figure  C16.  The  SPF  hydrograph  for  Allen  Creek  can  be 
found  on  Figure  C17. 

Cl. 8  DIFFERENCES  FROM  PREVIOUS  PUBLISHED  REPORTS 

There  have  been  changes  or  modifications  in  hydrology  for  the  Final 
Feasibility  Report  (FFR)  from  the  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  (PFR)  and 
the  Flood  Plain  Information  Report  (FPI).  The  largest  modification  is  in  the 
discharge-frequency  curves.  Below  (Tables  C9  and  CIO)  is  the  comparison  of 
the  peak  100-year  and  SPF  discharges  for  various  points  on  Allen  and 
Irondequoit  Creeks.  There  has  been  a  drop  in  the  values  for  the  peak 
discharges  from  the  PFR  to  FFR.  These  changes  are  a  result  of  a  more  inten¬ 
sive  analysis  of  historic  gage  records,  regional  analysis,  and  rainfall 
runoff  studies. 
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Other  modifications  include  a  new  unit  hydrograph  and  loss  rate  parameters 
for  Allen  Creek.  The  USGS  had  modified  the  rating  curve  used  to  convert  the 
stage  hydrograph  to  discharge  hydrograph  at  the  gage  for  the  May  1974  event. 
This  modification  had  the  effect  of  lowering  the  discharge  values  from  those 
of  the  discharge  hydrograph  used  in  the  PFR.  The  optimization  of  the  May 
1974  event  on  Allen  using  the  modified  discharge  hydrograph  yield  the  new 
parameters . 

The  loss  rate  parameters  used  on  Irondequoit  Creek  were  changed.  The  values 
used  in  the  PFR  were  the  loss  rate  parameters  from  Allen  Creek  (May  1974). 
These  loss  rates  were  not  indicative  of  the  losses  calculated  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  The  new  loss  rate  parameters  were  developed 
using  the  procedures  outlined  in  Section  Cl. 5. 3. 

Table  C9  -  Comparison  of  100-Year  Peak  Discharges  (in  cfs) 


fpi  y 

pfr  y 

ffr  y 

Irondequoit  Creek  at  Gage 

6,600  y 

- 

4,300 

Irondequoit  Creek  Just  Upstream 
of  Confluence  with  Allen  Creek 

7,300 

4,800 

4,400 

Irondequoit  Creek  Just  Downstream 
of  Confluence  with  Allen  Creek 

9,000 

8,100 

5,300 

Allen  Creek  Just  Upstream  of 

Confluence  with  Irondequoit  Creek 

— 

3,400 

3,300 

1/  Flood  Plain  Information  Report. 

2/  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report 

3/  Final  Feasibility  Report 

4/  Value  for  point  just  downstream  of 

Thomas  Creek. 

Table  CIO  -  Comparison  of  SPF  Peak  Discharges  (in 

cfs) 

fpi  y 

pfr  y 

ffr  y 

Irondequoit  Creek  at  Gage 

15,800 y 

- 

15,000 

Irondequoit  Creek  Just  Upstream 
of  Confluence  with  Allen  Creek 

17,600 

13,300 

15,300 

Irondequoit  Creek  Just  Downstream 
of  Confluence  with  Allen  Creek 

24,200 

22,900 

21,900 

Allen  Creek  Just  Upstream  of 

Confluence  with  Irondequoit  Creek 

- 

9,600 

7,700 

1 J  Flood  Plain  Information  Report. 

If  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report 
3 I  Final  Feasibility  Report 

4/  Value  for  point  just  downstream  of  Thomas  Creek. 
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Cl. 9  URBANIZATION 

The  discharge-frequency  curves  for  IP  #1,  IP  It 2,  and  IP  It 3  will  be 
constant  over  the  planning  period.  The  discharge-frequency  curve  for  Allen 
Creek  (IP  It 3)  was  developed  using  unit  hydrograph  and  loss  rate  parameters 
which  are  indicative  of  a  highly  urbanized  area.  The  discharge-frequency 
curves  for  Irondequoit  Creek  (IP  It  1  and  IP  It 2)  are  unlikely  to  change  due  to 
the  large  percentage  of  agricultural  land  upstream  of  the  New  York  State 
Barge  Canal. 

Cl. 10  DAMAGE  REACHES  AND  INDEX  POINTS 

The  location  of  index  points  and  limits  of  the  damage  reaches  are 
shown  on  Plates  1  and  B2.  The  damage  reaches  were  selected  so  that  areas 
flooded  from  the  same  source  and  affected  similarly  by  flooding  and  by  the 
considered  plan  of  improvement  would  be  in  the  same  reach.  The  index  point 
for  each  reach  was  selected  as  a  point  at  which  changes  in  water  surface  ele¬ 
vations  would  be  representative  throughout  the  reach.  The  location  of  the 
index  points,  a  brief  description  of  the  damage  reaches,  and  the  discharges 
and  stages  for  various  frequencies  are  given  in  Appendix  B.  Stage-damage 
curves  at  the  index  points  are  shown  on  Plates  B5,  B6,  and  B7 . 

Cl. 11  RATING  CURVES  FOR  EXISTING  CONDITIONS 

Stage-discharge  curves  for  existing  conditions  are  required  at  each 
index  point  for  use  in  determining  the  average  annual  damages.  These  stage- 
discharge  relationships  at  the  index  points  were  derived  from  backwater  com¬ 
putations  performed  using  computer  program  723-X6-L202A,  HEC-2,  "Water 
Surface  Profiles"  developed  by  the  Hydrologic  Engineering  Center  in  Davis, 

CA.  Backwater  computations  were  performed  on  Irondequoit  Creek  for 
discharges  ranging  from  1,650  cfs  to  21,900  cfs.  Backwater  computations  were 
taken  from  Station  0+00,  which  is  about  4,000  feet  downstream  of  the  project 
limit,  upstream  to  Station  100+50  (Route  441  Bridge).  Critical  depth  was 
assumed  at  Station  43+80,  the  lower  project  limit.  This  rating  curve  was 
used  for  starting  water  surface  elevations  for  discharges  selected  for  the 
backwater  computations  through  the  project  reaches.  Discharges  were  varied 
along  the  creek  within  the  project  reaches  because  of  the  increased  inflow  at 
the  Allen  Creek  confluence  and  also  because  some  flood  water  escapes  over  the 
right  bank  at  about  Station  92+65  and  enter  the  creek  at  Station  55+40. 

Backwater  computations  for  discharges  ranging  from  1,040  cfs  to  6,600  cfs 
were  also  performed  on  Allen  Creek  from  its  mouth  to  Station  13+70.  Starting 
water  surface  elevations  for  these  computations  were  obtained  from  the  back¬ 
water  rating  curve  developed  at  Irondequoit  Creek  Station  69+60,  the 
confluence  with  Allen  Creek.  Table  Cll  shows  frequencies  and  discharges  used 
In  the  backwater  computation  for  Irondequoit  Creek.  Table  C12  shows  the 
coincident  Allen  Creek  and  Irondequoit  Creek  discharges  used  in  computing 
water  surface  profiles  in  Allen  Creek.  Manning's  roughness  coefficients 
("n”)  for  channel  and  overbank  areas  were  assumed  at  0.03  to  0.05  and  0.03  to 
0.08,  respectively.  Roughness  coefficients  were  varied  according  to  channel 
degree  of  conditions,  brush  in  overbank  areas,  presence  of  parking  areas, 
depth  of  flows,  and  other  factors.  Expansion  and  contraction  coefficients 
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used  in  these  computations  are  0.4  to  0.5  and  0.2  to  0.4,  respectively.  The 
water  surface  profiles  under  existing  conditions  are  shown  on  Figures  C18  and 
C19  for  design  and  SPF  flows. 


Water  surface  stages  were  plotted  versus  discharges  at  each  index  point. 
Smooth  curves  were  then  drawn  through  these  points  to  complete  the  rating 
curves  for  existing  conditions.  These  stage-discharge  curves  are  shown  on 
Figures  C20  through  C22.  Figure  C22  shows  the  effect  of  stages  from 
Irondequoit  Creek  on  the  stages  of  Allen  Creek  for  flows  greater  than  3,500 
cfs.  Stage  on  Allen  Creek  increases  sharply  and  reaches  a  maximum  for  a 
discharge  of  6,600  cfs  when  the  coincident  SPF  discharge  of  21,900  cfs  occurs 
in  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Table  Cll  -  Irondequoit  Creek  Flow  Distribution  -  Existing  Conditions 


Discharge 

CFS 

Return 

Frequency 

Below 

Sta. 

55.40 

55.40 

to 

Allen 

Allen 

to 

92.65 

Above 

Sta . 
92.65 

55.40 

to 

92.65  L/ 

Allen 
Creek  U 

2 

2,100 

2,100 

1,800 

1,800 

0 

300 

5 

2,900 

2,900 

2,500 

2,500 

0 

400 

10 

3,500 

3,500 

2,950 

2,950 

0 

650 

50 

4,800 

4,710 

3,890 

3,980 

90 

820 

100 

5,300 

5,120 

4,220 

4,400 

180 

900 

500 

6,600 

6,180 

4,980 

5,400 

420 

1,200 

SPF 

21,900 

15,400 

8,800 

15,300 

6,500 

6,600 

_1/  Escaped  sheet  flow  around  plaza. 

2/  Coincident  with  Irondequoit  Creek. 


Cl. 12  RATING  CURVES  FOR  IMPROVED  CONDITIONS 

Water  surface  profiles  for  improved  conditions  with  channels,  levees, 
and  floodwalls  for  500-year  protection  were  computed.  Manning's  roughness 
coefficients  are  the  same  as  for  existing  conditions  except  in  the  downstream 
portion  where  a  value  of  0.03  was  used  for  riprapped  channel  in  Irondequoit 
Creek  and  0.035  for  riprapped  channel  in  Allen  Creek.  The  water  surface  pro¬ 
files  under  improved  conditions  are  shown  on  Figures  C18  and  C19  for  design 
and  SPF  flows.  Stage-discharge  curves  for  the  improved  conditions  at  the 
index  points  are  shown  on  Figures  C20  through  C22 .  Channel  improvements  and 
levees  would  have  no  significant  effect  on  the  SPF  stages. 
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Table  C12  -  Allen  Creek  Discharge-Frequency 


Allen  Creek 

Irondequoit  Creek  J7 

Return 

Frequency 

Discharge 

cfs 

2 

1,070 

2,108 

5 

1,600 

2,320 

10 

2,000 

2,530 

50 

2,900 

4,050 

100 

3,300 

4,780 

500 

4,300 

6,480 

6,600 

21,900 

SPF 

7,000 

21,300 

17  Coincident  with  Allen  Creek 


Cl. 13  STAGE-FREQUENCY  CURVES,  EXISTING  CONDITIONS 

Stage-frequency  curves  for  the  index  points  were  developed  from  the 
existing  conditions  discharge-frequency  curves  and  stage-discharge  curves. 

The  existing  conditions  stage-frequency  curves  for  three  index  points  are 
shown  on  Figures  C23  through  C25. 

Cl. 14  STAGE-FREQUENCY  CURVES,  IMPROVED  CONDITIONS 

Stage-frequency  curves  for  improved  conditions  were  derived  from  the 
improved  conditions  stage-frequency  and  stage-discharge  curves  at  three  index 
points.  The  improved  conditions  stage-frequency  curves  are  shown  on  Figures 
C23  through  C25.  Figures  C24  shows  that  the  stages  for  improved  conditions 
would  be  higher  than  those  existing  for  rare  floods  because  of  the  levee 
improvements.  However,  for  frequent  floods,  the  flow  would  be  within  the 
channel  and  the  downstream  improvements  would  reduce  the  stages,  resulting  in 
a  lower  stage  for  improved  conditions  than  for  existing  conditions. 

Cl. 15  FURTHER  STUDIES  REQUIRED  DUE  TO  SENSITIVITY  ANALYSIS 

The  recommended  alternative  was  re-evaluated  using  the  500-year 
discharge  (7,700  cfs  at  IP  No.  1,  5,600  cfs  at  IP  No.  2)  developed  by  the 
regional  discharge-frequency  method  discussed  in  Section  Cl. 6.1.  The  purpose 
of  this  procedure  was  to  explore  the  sensitivity  of  the  recommended  plan. 
Preliminary  results  indicate  that  for  the  7,700  cfs  Plan,  the  levee-f loodwall 
system  along  Irondequolt  Creek  and  the  f loodwal 1-channel  improvement  along 
Allen  Creek  would  have  to  be  larger  than  for  the  recommended  plan,  although 
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it  would  be  smaller  than  for  the  SPF  protection  plan.  For  example:  to  handle 
the  required  discharges,  the  levee  and  floodwall  along  Irondequoit  Creek, 
would  have  to  be  approximately  1/2  to  1-1/2  feet  higher  than  the  recoamended 
plan  (depending  upon  location  along  the  creek). 

These  alterations  necessitated  by  using  a  different  discharge-frequency 
curve,  would  increase  the  cost  of  the  project,  but  the  additional  cost  would 
be  partially  offset  by  an  increase  in  benefits.  The  recommended  plan,  with 
a  B/C  ratio  of  1.63  and  net  average  annual  benefits  of  $286,500,  can  absorb 
approximately  1.9  million  dollars  in  additional  cost  before  the  B/C  ratio 
goes  below  unity.  This  calculation  does  not  account  for  the  increased 
average  annual  benefits  due  to  use  of  a  higher  discharge-frequency  curve. 
Thus,  the  preliminary  results  of  the  sensitivity  analysis  indicate  that  the 
B/C  ratio  would  remain  positive,  even  if  the  alternative  frequency-curve  and 
project  features  were  used. 

To  insure  the  proper  design,  the  Buffalo  District  recommends  the  continued 
operation  of  the  three  gaging  stations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
project.  These  gages  are  the  Allen  Creek  gage,  the  Irondequoit  Creek  gage 
at  Linden,  and  a  recently  installed  (USGS)  gage  downstream  from  the 
confluence  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks.  These  gages  would  be  funded 
under  the  Corps  General  Coverage  category  of  the  Cooperative  Stream  Gaging 
Program.  The  data  collected  between  pre-  and  post-authorization  study  phases 
will  be  used  to  refine  estimates  of  discharges  and  corresponding  frequencies 
during  Phase  I  GDM  studies.  This  will  result  in  the  most  reasonable  basis 
for  final  design  of  the  levee  heights  in  the  project  area.  Two  of  the  three 
stations  are  required  for  continued  operation  after  construction  is  completed 
to  monitor  project  performance  and  to  assess  project  benefits  yearly. 

Funding  for  these  gages  after  construction  of  the  project  will  be  provided 
under  the  Corps  0&M  category  of  Inspection  of  Completed  Projects. 
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SECTION  2  -  HYDRAULIC  DESIGN 


C2.1  GENERAL 

Structural  improvements  considered  for  the  reduction  of  flood  damages 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  confluence  to  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  consist  of 
channelization,  levees,  floodwalls,  and  drop  structures.  Plate  1  of  the  Main 
Report  shows  a  plan  view  of  the  considered  improvements. 

C2.2  DESIGN  DISCHARGES 

The  design  discharges  for  the  considered  plans  of  improvement  were 
selected  to  provide  the  highest  degree  of  protection  and  involved  some  of  the 
following  considerations: 

a.  Provision  of  an  adequate  degree  of  protection  for  the  type  and 
degree  of  development  in  the  flooded  area; 

b.  Maintenance  of  maximum  capacity  available  through  the  existing 
structures  without  extensive  alterations  or  replacement; 

c.  Preservation  of  the  natural  environment  where  feasible; 

d.  Maximization  of  benefits  from  considered  improvements; 

< 

e.  Consistency  with  good  flood  plain  management  practices,  par¬ 
ticularly  those  associated  with  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program. 

Discharges  with  50-,  100-,  500-year,  and  SPF  exceedence  intervals  were  con¬ 
sidered  for  the  different  alternatives. 

The  design  discharges  selected  for  the  considered  plans  of  improvement  were: 
4,300  cfs  for  Allen  Creek,  6,600  cfs  for  Irondequoit  Creek  downstream  of  the 
Allen  Creek  confluence,  and  5,400  cfs  for  Irondequoit  Creek  upstream  of  the 
Allen  Creek  confluence.  These  discharges  have  an  exceedence  interval  of 
approximately  once  in  500  years. 

C2.3  CHANNEL  DESIGN 

Channel  improvements  were  designed  for  reaches  about  900  feet  long  on 
Allen  Creek  and  about  1,250  feet  long  at  the  downstream  end  of  the  project  on 
Irondequoit  Creek.  Channel  grades  were  established  from  backwater  com¬ 
putations  made  in  accordance  with  instructions  contained  in  EM  1110-2-1409 
"Backwater  Curves  in  River  Channels."  Manning's  roughness  and  energy  loss 
coefficients  used  in  the  backwater  computations  are  given  in  paragraph  Cl. 5. 2 
and  Cl. 5. 3.  Channel  sections  were  designed  with  a  trapezoidal  cross  section 
having  side  slopes  1  vertical  on  2.5  horizontal. 

C2.4  BANK  PROTECTION 

Bank  protection  would  be  provided  upstream  and  downstream  of  bridges, 
on  the  outside  of  sharp  channel  bends,  and  at  locations  where  the  average 
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velocides  would  exceed  the  allowable  channel  velocities.  The  detailed 
description  and  criteria  used  in  designing  bank  protection  are  described  in 
Section  Cl. 12  and  in  Appendix  E. 

C2.5  SELECTED  PLAN 

Several  different  plans  of  improvements  were  considered  for  the  flood 
control  measures  on  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks.  Separate  plans  were 
designed  to  provide  protection  from  floods  with  50-,  100-,  500-year, 
exceedence  and  for  the  SPF  for  the  area  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Allen  and 
Irondequoit  Creek  confluence.  The  details  of  the  selected  plan  presented  in 
the  Main  Report  are  summarized  in  the  following  paragraph. 

The  selected  plan  would  provide  a  500-year  protection  in  the  project  area. 

The  design  discharge  is  6,600  cfs  for  Irondequoit  Creek  and  4,300  cfs  for 
Allen  Creek.  Channel  improvements  such  as  deepening  and  widening  of  the 
existing  creek  would  be  required  for  about  900  feet  of  Allen  Creek  and  for 
Irondequoit  Creek  between  Stations  48+38  and  60+95.  The  remaining  reach  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  would  be  kept  natural  for  fish  habitation  considerations . 
The  levees  and  floodwalla  would  be  set  back  as  far  as  possible  from  the 
channel.  Stream  velocities  would  range  from  3.5  to  4.0  feet/second  in 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  4.0  to  7.0  feet/second  in  Allen  Creek.  However,  the 
average  velocities  would  be  increased  in  the  vicinity  of  bridges,  constricted 
sections,  and  bends.  These  areas  would  be  protected  with  riprap.  The  chan¬ 
nel  bottom  of  Allen  Creek  would  be  deepened  and  a  3-foot  trapezoidal  drop 
structure  would  be  included  at  the  upstream  end  to  bring  the  channel  bottom 
to  natural  level  and  to  bring  the  flow  to  existing  conditions.  Since  the 
velocities  would  be  low  and  the  levees  set  back,  a  2-foot  freeboard  was  used 
in  all  levee  designs- 


SECTION  3  -  INTERIOR  FLOOD  CONTROL 


C3 . 1  GENERAL 

For  alternatives  such  as  floodwalls  or  levees,  the  runoff  from  the 
drainage  area  immediately  adjacent  to  the  structures  would  be  blocked  from 
entering  the  stream  and  pond  behind  the  structure.  To  mitigate  this 
situation,  interior  flood  control  structures  must  be  designed.  These  struc¬ 
tures  vary  from  a  single  application  to  a  combination  of  culverts,  ponding 
areas,  and  pumps. 

C3.2  DRAINAGE  AREA 

C3 . 2 . 1  General. 

The  drainage  area  adjacent  to  the  recommended  levees  and  floodwall  was 
divided  into  four  distinct  areas.  These  areas  were  delineated  by  the  natural 
runoff  patterns  for  the  area  behind  the  line  of  protection.  These  four  areas 
are  shown  on  Plate  C4. 

C3.2.2  Area  1. 

Area  1  is  defined  as  the  8-acre  area  that  contributes  runoff  behind  the 
line  of  protection  around  the  bowling  alley  located  just  upstream  from  the 
Panorama  Trail  Bridge  on  the  right  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek. 

C3.2.3  Area_2. 

Area  2  is  defined  as  the  22-acre  area  that  contributes  runoff  adjacent 
to  the  line  of  protection  along  the  right  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek  from 
Penfield  Road  to  Panorama  Road. 

C3.2.4  Area  3. 


Area  3  is  defined  as  the  58-acre  area  that  contributes  runoff  adjacent 
to  the  line  of  protection  on  Allen  Creek  and  along  the  left  bank  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  from  Allen  Creek  to  Panorama  Trail. 

C3.2.5  Area  4. 

Area  4  is  defined  as  the  42-acre  area  that  contributes  runoff  adjacent 
to  the  line  of  protection  along  the  right  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
downstream  from  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge. 

C3.3  RAINFALL-RUNOFF  ANALYSIS 

C3.3.1  Unit  Hydrograph  and  Loss  Rate  Parameters. 

Clarks  TC  and  R  unit  hydrograph  coefficients  were  developed  for  each 
of  the  four  areas  by  first  calculating  TC  and  the  100-year  peak  discharge 
using  the  Soil  Conservation  Service's  Technical  Release  No.  55,  "Urban 
Hydrology  for  Small  Watersheds."  Clarks  R  coefficient  was  then  developed 
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by  assuming  an  Initial  value  of  R  to  compute  a  peak  discharge  using  HEC-1. 

R  was  then  adjusted  until  the  100-year  peak  discharge  calculated  using  HEC-1, 
matched  the  peak  discharge  obtained  from  TR-55.  This  was  done  for  all  four 
areas  and  the  results  are: 


1. 

Area 

1, 

TC  - 

0.17, 

R  - 

0.40 

2. 

Area 

2, 

TC  =* 

0.34, 

R  *■ 

0.50 

3. 

Area 

3, 

TC  - 

0.26, 

R  - 

0.50 

4. 

Area 

A, 

TC  - 

0.12, 

R  - 

0.35 

The  loss  rates  calculated  from  the  May  1974  storm  on  Allen  Creek  were 
used  to  calculate  the  losses  for  the  four  drainage  areas.  These  loss  rates 
are  described  in  Section  Cl. 5. 2. 

C3.3.2  Interior  Flood  Hydrographs. 

Seven  rainfall  events  were  developed  using  TP-25  rainfall-intensity 
curves  for  the  Rochester,  NY,  precipitation  gage.  These  events  have  return 
intervals  of  2,  5,  10,  25,  50,  100,  and  500  years.  In  addition,  a  Standard 
Project  Storm  was  developed  using  the  guidelines  established  in  Civil 
Engineer  Bulletin  No.  52-B  (EM-1110-2-1141).  The  total  3-hour  rainfall  and 
runoff  amounts  for  each  of  these  eight  events  are  as  follows: 


Event  Rainfall 


(inches) 

2 

1.08 

5 

1.67 

10 

2.07 

25 

2.54 

50 

2.84 

100 

3.29 

500 

4.14 

SPF 

5.64 

Very  little  additional  rainfall 
analyses  were  done  for  the  critical  3 
tions. 


Runoff 

•  (inches) 

0.88 

1.43 

1.82 

2.27 

2.57 

3.00 

3.82 

5.25 

fell  after  3  hours,  thus  the  rainfall 
hours  of  rainfall  to  save  on  computa- 


The  interior  flood  control  hydrographs  for  the  four  areas  were  devel¬ 
oped  using  the  TC  and  R  unit  hydrograph  coefficients  and  loss  rates  described 
in  Section  C3.3.1,  the  TP-25  and  SPF  rainfall  values  discussed  above,  and  the 
computer  program  HEC-1.  The  time-area  curve  and  rainfall  pattern  were  devel¬ 
oped  by  options  within  the  HEC-1  computer  program. 
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The  peak  inflow  discharges 
interval  are  as  follows: 

calculated 

for  each  area  and 

their  return 

Return 

Interval 

Area  1 

Area  2 

Area  3 

Area  4 

2 

6 

16 

49 

48 

5 

10 

25 

76 

74 

10 

13 

32 

98 

96 

25 

15 

38 

116 

112 

50 

17 

45 

136 

131 

100 

20 

51 

154 

149 

500 

25 

64 

194 

187 

SPF 

25 

65 

200 

189 

C3.4  STAGE-DAMAGE  CURVES 

Stage-damage  curves  were  developed  for  each  of  the  four  areas.  The 
stage-damage  curves  were  developed  using  the  September  1977  Flood  Damage 
Survey  and  assuming  still  pool  levels  behind  the  levees  or  floodwalls*  These 
stage-damage  curves  can  be  found  on  Figures  C26  through  C29. 

C3.5  INTERIOR  FLOOD  CONTROL  ALTERNATIVES 

C3.5.1  General. 

♦ 

Using  the  interior  flood  hydrographs  developed  In  Section  C3.3.2  and 
the  Interior  Drainage  Flood  Routing  (23-J2-L279)  computer  model  developed  by 
the  Hydrologic  Engineering  Center,  different  interior  flood  control  alter¬ 
natives  were  investigated.  The  results  of  these  studies  can  be  found  on 
Plate  C4.  The  interior  flood  control  alternatives  discussed  below  are  for 
Alternative  B,  the  recommended  flood  control  plan. 

The  interior  flood  control  alternatives  were  evaluated  under  two 
conditions:  gravity  flow  and  pressure  flow.  Gravity  flow  can  be  defined  as 
flow  through  a  culvert  In  which  the  outlet  is  above  the  water  surface  of  the 
creek,  and  the  inlet  is  under  a  hydraulic  head.  Pressure  flow  is  the  con¬ 
dition  where  both  ends  of  the  culvert  have  a  hydraulic  head  on  them. 

Pressure  flow  was  evaluated  using  the  100-year,  average  1-day 
discharges  from  flow  duration  curves  derived  using  the  U.  S.  Geological 
Survey's  Watstore  Computer  Program  and  data  files.  Water  surface  elevations 
in  the  creek  were  developed  by  using  a  backwater  curve.  The  100-year, 
average  1-day  discharges  are  800  cfs  for  IP  If  l ,  560  cfs  for  IP  If2,  and  240 
cfs  for  IP  #3.  Water  surface  elevations  are  266.0  feet  for  area  1,  264.1 
feet  for  area  2,  265.30  feet  for  area  3,  and  264.0  feet  for  area  4. 

For  areas  2  and  4,  some  sort  of  drainage  system,  such  as  an  open  ditch 
along  the  levees  or  floodwalls,  would  be  needed  to  convey  the  storm  runoff  to 
the  collection  areas.  In  area  2,  a  small  culvert  would  be  needed  under  the 
Plaza  Extension  Road.  In  area  4,  a  small  culvert  would  be  needed  under  the 
old  Penfield  Road.  SPF  protection  is  provided  by  the  interior  flood  control 
plan. 
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C3.5.2  Area  1. 


Various  sizes  of  culverts  were  evaluated  for  area  1  by  using  the 
Interior  Drainage  Flood  Routing  Program.  Analysis  showed  that  a  2-1/4-foot 
diameter  culvert  with  a  drop  inlet  would  be  adequate  to  pass  the  flood 
hydrographs  through  the  levee.  The  invert  of  the  creek,  side  of  the  pipe  would 
be  at  elevation  263.0  and  the  invert  of  the  drop  inlet  inside  the  levee  would 
be  at  elevation  267.0.  An  emergency  sluice  gate  and  flap  gate  would  also  be 
provided.  A  ponding  area  up  to  elevation  271.0  would  be  required.  Under 
blocked  conditions,  the  ponding  area  would  completely  surround  the  bowling 
alley.  Although  the  bowling  alley  would  suffer  no  physical  damages,  the 
2-foot  culvert  is  needed  to  relieve  these  waters.  In  addition,  from  a  health 
standpoint,  it  would  not  be  desirable  to  leave  standing  water  behind  the 
levee.  The  blocked  condition  is  the  condition  where  the  levee  is  in  place, 
but  no  interior  flood  control  outlets  have  been  provided.  This  condition  is 
used  mainly  to  develop  the  existing  stage-frequency  curves  for  the  ponding 
areas . 


Peak  discharge  through  the  culvert  for  the  100-  and  500-year  events 
and  the  SPF  are:  100  year  -  20  cfs,  500  year  -  25  cfs,  and  SPF  -  25  cfs. 

C3.5.3  Area  2. 

Various  sizes  of  culverts  were  evaluated  for  area  2  using  the  Interior 
Drainage  Flood  Routing  Computer  Program.  Analysis  showed  that  a  3-foot 
culvert  and  drop  inlet  would  be  adequate  to  pass  the  flood  hydrographs 
through  the  levee.  The  invert  of  the  creek  side  of  the  culvert  would  be  at 
elevation  261.0.  The  invert  of  the  drop  inlet  would  be  at  elevation  262.0. 
An  emergency  sluice  gate  and  flap  gate  would  also  be  provided.  A  ponding 
area  up  to  elevation  268.0  would  be  required.  Peak  discharges  through  the 
culverts  for  the  100-  and  500-year  events  and  the  SPF  are:  100  year  -  50 
cfs,  500  year  -  63  cfs,  and  SPF  -  64  cfs. 

C3.5.4  Area  3. 


Various  sizes  of  culverts  were  evaluated  for  area  3  using  the  Interior 
Drainage  Flood  Routing  Computer  Program.  Analysis  showed  that  a  4  foot  by 

5  foot  box  culvert  with  a  hooded  inlet  would  be  adequate  to  pass  the  flood 
hydrographs  through  the  levee.  The  creek  side  invert  of  the  box  culvert 
would  be  at  elevation  260.0,  while  the  invert  of  the  hooded  inlet  would  be  at 
elevation  261.0.  An  emergency  sluice  gate  and  flap  gate  would  be  provided. 

A  ponding  area  up  to  elevation  269.0  would  be  required.  Peak  discharges 
through  the  culverts  for  the  100-  and  500-year  events  and  the  SPF  are:  100 
year  -  152  cfs,  500  year  -  174  cfs;  and  SPF  -  175  cfs. 

C3.5.5  Area  4. 

Various  sizes  of  culverts  were  evaluated  for  area  4  using  the  Interior 
Drainage  Flood  Routing  Computer  Program.  Analysis  showed  that  a  4  foot  by 

6  foot  box  culvert  with  a  drop  inlet  would  be  required.  The  creek  side 
invert  of  the  box  culvert  would  be  at  elevation  259.0  and  the  drop  inlet 
invert  would  be  at  elevation  261.0.  An  emergency  sluice  gate  and  flap  gate 
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would  also  be  provided.  A  ponding  area  up  to  elevation  267.0  would  also  be 
required.  Peak  discharges  through  the  culverts  for  the  100-  and  500-year 
events  and  the  SPF  are:  100  year  -  144  cfs,  500  year  182  cfs,  and  SPF  -  183 
cfs. 

C3.6  PONDING  AREAS 

Even  with  the  addition  of  interior  flood  control  culverts  to  the  levee/ 
floodwall  structures,  some  water  will  still  be  ponded  by  the  levee/f loodwall. 
Although  this  area  of  ponding  water  will  not  affect  existing  structures, 
easement  must  be  provided  to  insure  that  no  future  development  is  built  up  in 
^he  ponding  area.  The  ponding  sizes  are  as  follows: 


Ponding 

Ponding 

Duration  of 

Elevation 

Area 

Ponding 

( feet) 

(acres) 

(hours) 

Area  1 

271 

0.7 

1 

Area  2 

268 

3.0 

1 

Area  3 

269 

2.0 

3 

Area  4 

267 

3.0 

1 

These  values  are  for  the  Standard  Project  Flood  for  Interior  Flood  Control. 
The  ponding  areas  can  be  found  on  Plate  C5. 

C3.7  STAGE-FREQUENCY  CURVES 

C3.7.1  Existing  Conditions. 

Stage-frequency  curves  were  developed  for  each  of  the  four  areas  for 
existing  conditions  by  assuming  complete  ponding  of  the  interior  flood  hydro¬ 
graphs  behind  the  levees.  Elevations  for  the  return  intervals  of  2,  5,  10, 
25,  50,  100,  500,  and  SPF  were  calculated  using  the  area-capacity  curve  for 
each  area  and  the  total  volume  of  direct  runoff  for  each  hydrograph  for  each 
area.  These  area-capacity  curves  can  be  found  as  Figures  C30  through  C33. 

For  area  1,  once  the  elevation  behind  the  levee  reaches  272.5,  flow  would  go 
over  the  Panorama  Trail,  so  for  practical  purposes,  the  pool  behind  the  levee 
in  area  1  will  not  go  above  elevation  272.5.  Stage-frequency  curves  for 
existing  conditions  can  be  found  on  Figures  C34  through  C37 . 

C3.7.2  Improved  Conditions. 

Stage-frequency  curves  for  the  improved  conditions  were  calculated 
using  the  results  of  the  Interior  Flood  Routing  Program.  These  curves  can  be 
found  on  Figures  C34  though  C37 . 

C3.7.3  Benefits  and  Costs. 

Average  annual  benefits  resulting  from  the  installation  of  interior 
flood  control  structures  were  calculated  as  the  difference  between  existing 
and  residual  average  annual  damages.  Since  each  of  the  improved  condition 
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stage-frequency  curves  were  below  the  zero  damages  for  each  area,  the  average 
annual  benefits  would  be: 


Section  C3.5.2) 


Area  1  -  not  calculated  (see 
Area  2  -  $9,200 
Area  3  -  $30,800 
Area  4  -  $9,100 

Average  annual  costs  would  be: 


Area  1  -  $5,800 

Area  2  -  $7,800 
Area  3  -  $7,800 
Area  4  -  $13,700 


Benefits/costs  ratios  for  each  area 
would  then  be: 

Area  1  -  not  calculated  (see  Section 
C3.5.2) 

Area  2  -  1.18 
Area  3  -  3.95 
Area  4  -  0.66 


Because  of  the  unique  character  of  the  Penfield  Plaza  area.  It  was 
decided  to  protect  for  the  SPF  for  Interior  Flood  Control.  Section  C3.5.2 
explains  that  the  B/C  ratio  for  Area  1  was  not  calculated.  Areas  2  and  3 
each  have  a  separate  B/C  ratio  greater  than  unity.  Although  the  B/C  ratio 
for  Area  4  is  below  unity,  this  value  is  misleading.  Intangible  benefits, 
and  benefits  that  are  categorized  as  public  and  other,  were  not  included  in 
the  benefit  calculation  for  the  four  areas.  In  addition,  there  is  a 
Rochester  Gas  &  Electric  transformer  station  in  Area  4.  Damages  to  the 
transformer  begin  at  elevation  267.  It  is  imperative  that  this  site  remain 
dry  so  that  there  is  no  interruption  of  electric  service.  For  these  reasons, 
SPF  protection  is  required  for  Interior  Flood  Control  for  Area  4. 
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DI.  DESIGN 

Dl.l  Gene  al 

The  alternatives  for  this  project  have  been  reduced  to  local  flood  pro¬ 
tection  by  structural  means.  The  objective  of  local  flood  protection  is  to 
contain  the  stream  in  an  efficient,  economic  manner  that  is  environmentally 
and  socially  acceptable.  Hydraulic,  structural,  and  geotechnical  con¬ 
siderations  influence  the  type  and  location  of  design  features.  Levees  best 
satisfy  this  combination  of  criteria  except  where  lack  of  space  and  costly 
relocation  or  reconstruction  of  existing  improvements  would  be  required. 

Only  the  left  bank  between  Panorama  Trail  and  the  juncture  with  Allen  Creek 
dictated  a  wall  rather  than  a  levee.  The  construction  of  levees  and  walls 
interrupts  the  natural  flow  of  runoff  to  the  stream  which  is  considered  as 
"internal  drainage".  Pumps,  ponds,  diversions,  and  gravity  outlets  accommo¬ 
date  the  internal  drainage. 

D1.2  Extraordinary  Factors  Influencing  Design 

In  addition  to  routine  factors,  environmental  concerns  and  erodible 
soils  influence  the  design  significantly.  Preservation  of  the  existing  chan¬ 
nel  and  bank  vegetation  is  highly  desired  and  is  possibly  more  important  than 
flood  control.  This  eliminated  the  traditional  approach  of  an  excavated 
trapezoidal  channel  with  only  grass  permitted  to  grow  in  the  geometric 
floodway.  The  highly  erosive  sandy  soil  is  also  a  significant  problem.  The 
traditional  engineering  solution  is  to  grade  the  channel  banks  and  provide 
riprap  or  paving  for  protection  where  needed.  Erosion  protection  would  be 
costly  and  counterproductive  to  the  environmental  concerns. 

D1.3  Selected  Design 

The  creek  and  banks  are  left  in  their  natural  state  wherever  possible  to 
minimize  environmental  disturbance.  The  erosion  problem,  as  described  in 
Appendix  E  -  Geotechnical,  is  substantially  avoided  rather  than  solved  by 
placing  the  levees  back  from  the  creek  banks.  This  will  allow  natural 
erosion-deposition  processes  to  continue  with  limited  risk  to  the  flood 
control  structures.  The  hydraulic  design  held  improved  velocities  at  or  near 
existing  velocities,  to  minimize  aggravation  of  erosion.  The  various 
features  described  below  are  the  result  of  implementing  this  concept  and 
accommodating  localized  circumstances.  The  50-,  100-,  and  500-year  levels  of 
protection  are  similar  as  described  immediately  following.  Standard  project 
flood  features  are  addressed  separately. 


D1.4  Degrees  of  Protection 

Four  different  degrees  or  levels  of  promotion  were  considered.  They 
are  the  50-year,  100-year,  500-year,  and  Standard  Project  Flood  (SPF).  The 
first  three  were  found  to  require  similar  types  of  structures  with  variations 
being  essentially  the  elevation  of  the  top  of  levee  or  wall.  A  simplified 
comparison  is  that  the  100-year  and  50-year  water  surfaces  are  about  1  foot 
and  1-1/2  foot,  respectively,  lower  than  the  500-year  water  surface.  The  SPF 
water  surface  is  approximately  9  feet  higher  than  the  500-year  water  surface. 
The  improvements  required  for  SPF  protection  are  considered  environmentally, 
socially,  and  economically  unacceptable. 

D2.  PROJECT  FEATURES  -  50-,  100-,  and  500-YEAR  PROTECTION 

D2. 1  Levees 

Levees  are  of  conventional  10-foot  top  width,  although  some  have  a 
23-foot  top  width.  Sideslopes  are  1  V  on  2-1/2  H,  which  is  the  maximum  slope 
that  can  be  conveniently  mowed.  Clearing,  grubbing,  and  stripping  of  topsoil 
to  a  width  5  feet  beyond  the  levee  toe  will  precede  levee  construction. 
Details  of  the  inspection  trench  and  levee  materials  are  in  Appendix  E. 

Levees  will  be  seeded,  mulched,  and  fertilized  to  establish  turf,  except 
where  erosion  protection  is  required. 

D2.2  Floodwalls 

Floodwalls  are  planned  to  be  "I"  wall  type  consisting  of  concrete  faced 
steel-sheet  piling.  The  maximum  height  of  wall  is  about  9  feet.  This  type 
wall  was  selected  for  economy  and  because  of  the  limited  space  available 
between  the  creek  and  Panorama  Creek  Road.  Excavation  for  an  inverted  T-wall 
would  have  impacted  on  the  road  or  the  creek  bank. 

D2.3  Drop  Structure  on  Allen  Creek 

The  3-foot  high  drop  structure  will  be  constructed  with  steel-sheet 
piling.  Piling  will  extend  across  the  creek  from  the  top  of  levee  on  the 
right  bank,  to  the  top  of  bank  on  the  opposite  side.  Erosion  protection  will 
be  provided  upstream  and  downstream  of  the  sheet  piling. 

D2.4  Gravity  Outlets  and  Culverts 

Gravity  outlets  will  be  constructed  with  reinforced  concrete  pipe.  A 
headwall  will  be  provided  at  the  creek  end  of  each  outlet.  Flapgates  will 
prevent  backup  during  high  creek  stages.  Sluice  gates  located  in  a  manhole, 
near  the  center  line  of  the  levee,  will  provide  for  emergency  closure  in  the 
event  of  malfunction  of  the  flapgate.  Where  ditches  along  the  line  of 
protection  cross  roads  or  driveways,  corrugated  metal  pipe  culverts  with 
flared  end  sections  or  drop  inlets  will  be  provided  as  appropriate. 

D2.5  Channelizaton 

Channelization  has  been  determined  to  be  undesireable ,  primarily  due  to 
the  adverse  effect  on  fish.  Excavation  of  channels  in  the  sandy  soils  would 
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be  difficult  to  maintain  in  the  precise  trapezoidal  shape,  without  costly 
riprap  or  other  forms  of  erosion  control  below  normal  water  levels.  Existing 
bank,  vegetation  appears  to  maintain  a  fairly  stable  watercourse.  There  is 
little  evidence  of  severe  gouging  of  the  banks  or  dumping  or  rubble  to  treat 
erosion.  Channelization  will  only  be  used  where  riprap  or  other  type  of  ero¬ 
sion  protection  is  found  necessary  and  on  Allen  Creek.  Channelization 
sideslopes  are  1  V  on  2-1/2  H,  comparable  to  levee  sideslopes. 

D2.6  Erosion  Protection 

Erosion  protection  will  be  provided  upstream  and  downstream  of  bridges 
around  headwalls,  at  gravity  outlet  channels  to  the  creek  and  where  high 
velocities  would  cause  erosion.  Riprap  is  a  traditional  solution,  however, 
it  is  subject  to  vandalism.  Social  changes  have  contributed  to  increases  in 
vandalism  and  pressures  on  local  governments  for  other  services  suggest  that 
public  works  improvements,  of  which  erosion  protection  is  a  prime  example,  be 
constructed  with  high  concern  for  maintenance.  This  presents  a  challenge  to 
the  designer  to  innovate  and  use  new  materials  that  are  less  vulnerable. 
Further  consideration  will  be  given  for  improved  erosion  protection  in  later 
stages  of  design.  Appendix  E  provides  details  of  present  design. 

D3.  IMPROVEMENT  LOCATIONS  -  50- ,  100-,  and  500-YEAR  PROTECTION 

D3.1  Right  Bank  Upstream  From  Panorama  Trail 

A  levee  set  back  from  the  existing  streambank  protects  the  development 
at  the  lower  elevations.  This  levee  is  tied  back  to  high  ground.  A  4*  X  4' 
drop  inlet  sized  to  utilize  the  capacity  of  a  27-inch  diameter  concrete  pipe, 
extending  through  the  levee  provides  for  internal  drainage.  A  sluice  gate, 
accessible  from  the  top  of  levee,  headwall  with  flapgate,  and  grouted  riprap 
channel  to  the  creek  will  be  provided  on  this  gravity  outlet.  Some  encroach¬ 
ment  of  parking  and  driveways  occurs.  Unused  protected  areas  could  replace 
part  or  all  of  the  parking.  The  levee  can  be  revised  to  a  regrading  of  the 
driveways  (with  a  paved  surface)  to  the  required  elevations  as  necessary  to 
maintain  vehicular  traffic. 

D3.2  Left  Bank  Upstream  From  Panorama  Trail 

Existing  ground  elevations  are  at  elevations  that  do  not  require  struc¬ 
tures  to  contain  design  flows. 

D3.3  Right  Bank  Panorama  Trail  to  Penfield  Road 

A  levee  set  well  back  from  the  existing  streambank  protects  the  plaza 
area  from  adjacent  design  flood  flows.  The  availability  of  space  permitted 
the  use  of  a  low  cost  levee  and  provided  a  large  floodway,  which  in  turn 
helps  to  keep  water  velocities  and  attendant  erosion  lower.  The  proposed 
recreation  area  on  the  stream  side  of  the  levee  is  retained.  A  paved  two- 
lane  vehicular  ramp,  over  the  levee,  is  provided  for  maintenance  of  the  flood 
control  project.  Access  to  the  recreation  area  will  be  accommodated  by  this 
ramp  also.  Drainage  along  the  inside  of  the  levee  will  be  provided  by  a 
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grass  swail  and  culvert  to  a  7*  X  7'  drop  inlet  sized  to  utilize  the  capacity 
of  a  42-inch  diameter  concrete  pipe  extending  through  the  levee.  A  sluice 
gate  accessible  from  the  top  of  ievee,_headwall  with  flap  gate,  and  grouted 
riprap  channel  to  the  creek  will  be  provided-erv-Jthis  gravity  outlet. 


A  commercial  building  is  located  near  Panorama  Trail  and  is  partTartry~-crgek- 
ward  of  the  end  of  the  bridge  wing  wall.  The  feasibility  of  protecting  this 
building  was  considered.  Construction  of  a  wall  would  be  costly  and  not 
without  risk  of  damage  to  the  building.  In  addition  to  the  wall  erosion, 
protection  would  be  needed  to  assure  soil  supporting  the  wall  would  not  be 
lost.  The  resulting  reduced  section  would  raise  channel  velocity  and  create 
the  need  for  erosion  protection  on  the  opposite  bank.  Costs,  environmental 
impacts,  and  rewarding  encroachment  of  the  floodway  made  protection  of  this 
structure  infeasible. 

D3.4  Left  Bank  Panorama  Trail  to  Allen  Creek 

A  conventional  steel-sheet  pile  "I"  wall,  with  concrete  encasement  is 
required  for  this  reach  to  protect  the  industrial  and  commercial  area. 
Panorama  Creek  Road  is  too  close  to  the  creek  to  permit  use  of  a  levee. 
Relocation  of  the  road  and  locating  the  road  on  top  of  a  levee  were 
considered,  however,  the  additional  space,  disruption  of  traffic  and  access 
and  costs  made  these  alternatives  infeasible.  To  provide  pedestrian  access 
from  the  left  bank  to  the  shopping  plaza,  two  6-foot  wide  swinging  floodgates 
are  proposed.  Steel  H  piles  will  support  fabricated  steel  gates  hinged  to 
close  in  the  direction  of  streamflow.  Internal  drainage  would  be  provided  by 
a  8'  X  8'  drop  inlet  with  a  4'X  5'  box  culvert,  located  near  the  confluence 
with  Allen  Creek. 

D3.5  Right  Bank  Penfield  Road  to  Downstream  Limit  of  Project 

A  levee  protects  this  area  from  Penfield  Road  to  the  tie  in  with  high 
ground.  Due  to  the  close  proximity  of  the  apartment  complex,  the  levee  is 
adjacent  to  the  creek.  The  right  bank  of  the  creek  is  graded  and  sloped  con¬ 
tinuing  up  the  levee.  A  lack  of  tolerance  for  erosion  which  would  threaten 
the  levee  and  the  higher  velocity  on  the  outside  of  the  bend  dictated  provi¬ 
sion  of  erosion  protection  from  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  to  where  the 
levee  has  a  reasonable  setback  from  the  existing  streambank.  The  access  road 
to  the  Genesee  Conservation  League  was  placed  on  top  of  the  levee,  not  only 
to  save  space,  but  there  was  no  other  place  left  without  moving  the  creek  or 
disrupting  the  apartment  building  parking.  A  two-lane  access  route  would  be 
built. 


The  Old  Penfield  Road  will  be  blocked  by  the  levee.  Removal  of  the  bridge  is 
not  necessary  for  hydraulic  reasons.  To  avoid  removal  cost,  the  bridge 
remains  in  place. 

Internal  drainage  for  this  area  is  accomplished  by  ditches  a  15'  X  15'  drop 
inlet  and  a  4'  X  6'  foot  reinforced  concrete  box  culvert,  extending  through 
the  levee.  A  sluice  gate  accessible  from  the  top  of  the  levee,  headwall  with 
flapgate,  and  a  grouted  riprap  channel  or  reinforced  concrete  apron  to  the 
creek  will  be  provided  on  this  gravity  outlet. 
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D3.6  Allen  Creek. 


Protection  along  the  right  bank  of  Allen  Creek  is  provided  by  a  levee. 
The  Increased  width  of  channel  needed,  high  velocity  flows,  limited  space 
between  the  creek,  and  the  adjacent  industrial  building,  and  the  lesser 
environmental  concern  resulted  in,  or  permitted,  a  relocation  of  the  about 
900  feet  of  the  creek  to  a  trapezoidal  riprapped  channel.  The  right  bank  of 
th^channel  and  the  levee  are  a  continuous  slope.  This  portion  of  the  creek 
being  ^nlafged-m^-Ghannellzed  requirejl  a  3-foot  high  drop  structure  to  pre¬ 
vent  erosion  upstream.  A  low  flow  channel  "will  T>e  provided  in  the  drop 
structure  as  a  shallow  V  notch  to  concentrate  flow  for  fish  migration.  A  low 
flow  channel  will  also  be  provided  in  the  channelized  reach  of  the  creek, 
however,  this  would  be  expected  to  occur  by  natural  processes.  Where  it  is 
possible  the  channel  would  meander  along  the  existing  alignment  and  shallow 
pools  will  be  provided  for  improved  fish  habitat. 

The  upstream  end  of  the  levee  ties  into  high  ground.  Two  small  wood  frame 
buildings  will  be  relocated.  A  small  stream  will  be  diverted  along  the  creek 
side  of  the  levee.  The  length  of  this  small  stream  will  be  increased,  which 
should  avoid  erosion  problems  associated  with  shortening  streams.  The  left 
bank  of  Allen  Creek  will  continue  to  overflow  across  undeveloped  idle  land. 

D.4.  STANDARD  PROJECT  FLOOD  DESIGN 

Protection  for  this  magnitude  of  flood  would  severely  impact  on  the 
existing  improvements  and  the  stream.  Levee  widths  will  increase  by  about 
45  feet  over  those  for  the  500-year  degree  of  protection.  A  levee  and  flood 
wall  would  be  required  between  Route  441  and  Panorama  Trail  on  the  left  bank. 
For  this  same  reach,  on  the  right  bank,  a  levee  would  be  required  farther 
upstream. 

The  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  and  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge  would  each  require 
3-foot  high  curbs  to  force  the  flood  flow  under  them.  Structurally  the 
bridges  may  not  accept  the  lateral  force  of  the  water.  Raising  the  bridges 
only  to  pass  a  flow  that  would  occur  once  on  an  average  in  excess  of  500 
years  is  questionable. 

The  floodwalls  would  be  a  maximum  of  17  feet  high,  which  is  beyond  the  limit 
of  an  I  wall.  An  inverted  T  wall  would  be  required,  however,  disturbing  the 
existing  bank  would  not  be  a  problem,  as  erosion  protection  would  be  required 
throughout  the  limits  of  the  project.  Insomuch  as  the  creek  would  be  chan¬ 
nelized  it  would  be  more  sensible  to  relocate  the  channel  between  Panorama 
Trail  and  Penfield  Road,  to  allow  levees  on  both  sides.  Environmentally, 
channelization  is  considered  unacceptable. 
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El.  REGIONAL  GEOLOGY 

El.l  Physiography . 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  is  located  in  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne 
Counties  in  Central  New  York  State.  The  stream  drains  the  southeastern  part 
of  Monroe  County  and  flows  into  Irondequoit  Bay,  which  was  the  preglacial 
outlet  of  the  Genesee  River.  The  watershed  drainage  area  is  approximately 
139  square  miles.  The  length  of  the  creek's  main  channel  is  approximately  32 
miles.  Its  major  tributaries  are  Allen  Creek  and  Thomas  Creek. 

The  project  area  is  located  in  two  physiographic  provinces  as  shown  in  Figure 
El:  The  Ontario  Lake  plain  and  the  Southern  Ontario  plain  of  the  Erie- 
Ontario  lowland,  the  two  being  separated  by  the  west  trending  Niagara 
escarpment.  The  Onondaga  escarpment  crosses  the  south  central  portion  of  the 
watershed. 

El. 2  Surflcial  Geology. 

The  most  prominent  geologic  features  of  the  project  are  a  result  of 
Pleistocene  glaciation,  which  began  about  1  million  years  ago.  As  the  ice 
receded,  a  series  of  short  lived  postglacial  lakes  formed  and  resulted  in  a 
thick  layer  of  glacial  drift  that  covered  the  sedimentary  strata  of 
Ordovician,  Silurian,  and  Devonian  age.  (See  Figure  E2) 

The  soils  of  the  watershed  are  derived  from  glacial  lacustrine  and  fluvial 
deposits.  They  are  deep,  well-drained  soils  formed  in  lake  deposits  of  silt 
and  very  fine  sand. 

El. 3  Bedrock  Geology. 

The  sedimentary  bedrock  dips  toward  the  south,  approximately  60  feet  per 
mile.  The  oldest  bedrock  formation  is  the  Queenston  Shale.  This  formation 
is  red  and  relatively  soft  with  harder  greenish-gray  layers.  The  age  of  the 
Queenston  is  upper  Ordovician. 

Overlying  the  Queenston  Shale  is  the  Medina  Sandstone.  The  Medina  Sandstone 
is  a  hard,  red,  fine  to  medium  grained  sandstone  with  some  greenish-gray 
layers.  The  material  was  deposited  during  the  middle  Silurian. 

The  Clinton  Group  is  above  the  Medina  Sandstone.  These  formations  consist  of 
shale,  shaly  sandstone,  and  limestone.  In  this  group,  the  formations  range 
from  the  light  gray-green  of  the  Thorold  Sandstone  to  the  red  of  the 
Williamson  Shale.  The  Rochester  Shale  marks  the  top  of  the  Clinton  Group. 
Overlying  the  Clinton  Group  is  the  hard,  gray  Lockport  Dolostone. 
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Above  the  Lockport  Dolostone  are  other  shale  or  shaly  formations.  The  first 
of  these  is  the  black  Pittsford  Shale,  which  is  below  the  intermingling  beds 
of  the  red  Vernon  Shale  and  the  green  Camillus  Shale.  At  the  top  of  this 
group  is  the  Bertie  Waterlime. 

The  youngest  rock  formation  (Devonian)  of  the  area  is  the  Onondaga  Limestone. 
This  limestone  is  light  gray  with  layers  of  hard,  flinty  chert. 

El. 4  Seismicity . 

The  project  area  is  located  in  Seismic  Zone  3.  The  seismic  risk  map  is  shown 
on  Figure  E3.  Zone  3  is  a  region  susceptible  to  major  damage  by  earthquakes. 

E2.  LOCAL  GEOLOGY 


The  material  that  overlies  the  bedrock  is  of  glacial,  lacustrine,  and  flu¬ 
vial  origin.  The  glacial  till  covers  much  of  the  region  and  is  composed  of 
sand,  silt  clay,  and  boulders.  Bordering  the  valley  of  Irondequoit  Creek  are 
thick  desposits  of  sorted  sand,  silt,  and  gravel.  These  are  the  remnants  of 
the  ancestral  Genesee  River,  which  flowed  into  glacial  Lake  Iroquois,  the 
Lake  Ontario  predecessor. 

Gravel  bars  have  been  deposited  in  the  steeper  portion  of  the  creek,  and 
overbank  deposits  of  fine  sands  (SP)  are  found  in  the  lower  portion  of  the 
stream. 


In  the  upper  project  area,  the  underlying  bedrock  is  the  Lockport  Dolostone. 
This  is  a  ridge  forming  feature  with  few  exposures  that  is  buried  by  glacial 
materials.  The  Clinton  Group,  the  Medina  Sandstone,  and  Queenston  Shale  are 
being  eroded  by  Irondequoit  Creek. 

The  Lockport  Dolostone  is  predominantly  dolomitic  and  characterized  by 
brownish-gray  to  dark-gray,  medium-granularity,  medium  to  thick  bedded  with 
stylolites,  carbonaceous  partings,  vugs,  and  poorly  preserved  fossils. 

The  thickness  of  the  formation  along  the  outcrop  belt  decreases  in  an 
easterly  direction. 

The  Lockport  has  the  following  ascending  members:  the  Decew  is  12-13  feet 
thick  and  has  been  described  as  an  olive-gray  to  brownish-gray,  medium¬ 
grained  siliceous  dolostone;  the  Penfield  member  has  a  variable  thickness  of 
52-62  feet.  It  is  composed  of  crinoid  fragments  with  a  high  percentge  of 
quartz.  The  basal  part  is  dolomite  sandstone.  Above  the  sandstone  is  a 
quartzose  dolostone,  which  is  medium  dark-gray  to  dark  brownish-gray  with  a 
thickness  that  ranges  from  thin-bedded  to  massive.  The  Oak  Orchard  member 
has  a  thickness  of  about  100  feet.  This  member  is  a  brownish-gray  to 
brownish-black  with  medium  grained,  saccharoical,  medium  to  thick  bedded 
dolostone. 
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E3.  FLUVIAL  PROCESSES 
E3.1  General. 

Irondequoit  Creek  is  a  warm  water  meandering  stream  of  variable  gradient. 
Where  the  creek  downcuts  through  the  Niagara  escarpment,  the  gradient  is 
relatively  steep.  At  the  flood  plain,  the  steepness  of  the  gradient 
decreases.  The  total  drainage  area  to  the  mouth  is  132  square  miles.  North 
of  the  Niagara  escarpment,  the  stream  cuts  into  the  buried  ancestral  Genesee 
River  Valley.  The  transported  material  ranges  from  fine  sand  to  gravel. 

The  two  major  tributaries  of  Irondequoit  Creek  are  Allen  Creek  and  Thomas 
Creek.  Allen  Creek  contributes  coarse,  grained  material  to  the  reach  of  the 
stream  that  is  located  between  Highway  490  and  Penfield  Road. 

E3.2  Erosion  and  Sediment  Sources. 

Irondequoit  Creek  drains  portions  of  the  Ontario  Lake  plain  and  Erie-Ontario 
lowland-  The  stream  flows  over  the  Niagara  escarpment  where  the  Lockport 
Formation  provides  one  source  of  sediment.  Alluvium  along  the  channel  banks 
is  a  source  of  fine  sand.  Erosion  of  kame  terraces  and  outwash  deposits  in 
the  buried  Genesee  Valley  provide  an  additional  source  of  sediment. 

E4.  GROUND  WATER 

E4.1  General. 

The  groundwater  table  generally  follows  the  topography  of  the  area.  Bank 
overflow  is  a  temporary  groundwater  recharge  by  the  stream  system.  The 
bedrock  surface  is  relatively  impervious  and  consequently  controls  the 
leakage  of  groundwater  to  deeper  areas.  Ground  water  occurs  in  practically 
all  the  rocks  in  the  project  area,  but  only  a  few  are  acceptable  sources  of 
potable  water.  The  water  is  relatively  free  of  bacteria  and  suspended 
matter,  and  is  uniform  in  chemical  composition. 

E5.  SUBSURFACE  EXPLORATIONS 

E5.1  General. 

Subsurface  explorations  within  the  general  vicinity  of  the  project  have  been 
performed  by  NYSDOT  for  the  design  and  construction  of  road  bridges,  by 
Monroe  County’s  Division  of  Pure  Waters  for  the  planning,  design,  and 
construction  of  Irondequoit  Creek  Interceptor  Sewer  System,  and  by  the 
Buffalo  District  for  this  project.  Intensive  investigations  for  borrow 
material  for  the  levee  construction  have  not  been  performed.  Levee  align¬ 
ments  or  channel  banks  have  not  been  thoroughly  drilled  and  sampled. 

E5.2  Subsurface  Investigations  by  NYSDOT. 

Five  bridges  cross  Irondequoit  Creek  within  the  project  area.  For  the  NYS 
Route  441  Bridge,  NYSDOT  drilled  six  borings  using  the  Standard  Penetration 
Test  through  the  soils  and  diamond  bits  into  bedrock.  Subsurface  data  from 
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the  other  bridges  have  not  been  obtained.  In  general,  the  soil  at  the  NYS 
Route  441  bridge  was  classified  as  sand  and  nonplastic  silt.  The  minimum 
depth  of  bedrock  was  58  feet  (elevation  214.0  + ) .  Ground  water  elevation 
from  those  borings  ranged  from  258.9  to  263.9. 

E5.3  Subsurface  Investigations  by  Monroe  County,  Division  of  Pure  Water. 

For  the  planning,  design,  and  construction  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Interceptor 
Sewer,  this  agency  contracted  Rochester  Drilling  Co.,  Fact  Technical  Service, 
Inc.,  and  Empire  Soils  Investigation,  Inc.,  to  perform  drilling  and  sampling. 
Twenty  borings  were  drilled  and  sampled  using  the  Standard  Penetration  Test. 

The  depth  of  the  borings  ranged  from  10  feet  to  41  feet.  The  materials 
sampled  were  classified  as  fine  sand  to  a  gravelly  sand.  The  relative  den¬ 
sity  varies  from  medium  in  the  upper  horizons  to  very  dense  with  depth. 

Bedrock  or  cohesive  materials  were  not  encountered.  Although  these  borings 
were  not  located  within  the  exact  limits  of  the  project,  they  are  parallel  to 
both  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  and  are  valuable  in  the  determination  of 
erodibility  of  soils.  Borings  are  shown  on  Table  El  below  and  their  loca¬ 
tions  are  shown  on  Plate  El. 

Table  El  -  Subsurface  Exploration,  Boring  Data 


borings  U  by  NYSDOT  at  Route  441  Bridge 


Boring 

Number 

Surface 

Elevation 

Depth  to 
bedrock 

De  pth  of 
Boring 

DH  3-1 

268.0 

70.3 

82.0 

DH  3-2 

276.3 

80.9 

90.9 

DH  3-3 

265.6 

60.2 

70.2 

DH  3-4 

273.5 

76.65 

83.4 

DH  3-5 

272.5 

58.65 

69.3 

DH  3-6 

268.5 

60.1 

70.1 

Monroe  County,  Division  of  Pure  Waters 


Station 

Boring 

Number 

Offset 

Top 

Elevation 

Depth 

Bottom 

Elevation 

99  +  16 

12-3 

190  L 

278.1 

16.5 

261.6 

94  +  08 

12-2 

55  L 

269.5 

21.5 

248.0 

79  +  50 

12-1 

133  L 

266.7 

26.5 

240.2 

72  +  64 

Bl-L 

130  L 

266.5 

36.5 

230.0 

69  +  04 

B  -  50 

200  L 

266.9 

31.5 

235.4 
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Table  El  -  Subsurface  Exploration,  Boring  Data  (Cont'd) 


Monroe  County,  Division  of  Pure  Waters  (Cont'd) 


Station 

Boring 

Number 

Offset 

Top 

Elevation 

Depth 

Bottom 

Elevation 

62  +  68 

B  -  51 

140  L 

269.4 

31.5 

237.9 

58  +  01 

B  -  52 

115  L 

265.9 

28.5 

237.4 

56  +  55 

TD  -  2 

52  L 

266.2 

41.5 

224.7 

52  +  65 

B  -  53 

170  L 

265.1 

30.5 

234.6 

40  +  64 

B  -  54 

360  L 

268.4 

35.0 

233.4 

37  +  33 

B  -  55 

40  k 

266.9 

35.0 

231.9 

32  +  44 

B  -  56 

35  R 

265.4 

31.5 

233.9 

28  +  08 

B  -  2L 

90  L 

270.0 

31.5 

238.5 

26  +  63 

B  -  57 

35  R 

262.0 

31.5 

230.5 

24  +  30 

B  -  72 

162  R 

262.0 

75.6 

185.5 

Allen  Creek 


305 

1  -  KOHL 

100  L 

270.5 

16.5 

254.0 

505 

2  -  KOHL 

45  R 

270.6 

15.0 

255.6 

885 

3  -  KOHL 

30  R 

273.0 

16.5 

256.5 

4  -  KOHL 

274.6 

10.0 

264.6 

5  -  KOHL 

277.5 

13.0 

264.5 

y  Borings  were  drilled  using  2-inch  OD  X  1-3/8-inch  ID  X 
20-inch  long  Standard  Split  Spoon  and  a  300  pound  hammer 
with  an  18-inch  Free  Fall. 
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E5.4  Subsurface  Investigations  by  the  Buffalo  District. 

To  verify  the  information  obtained  from  the  above  agencies,  three  hand  auger 
borings  were  drilled  and  sampled.  In  addition,  bank  samples  were  taken  for 
classification  purposes.  A  mechanical  analysis  was  performed  on  these 
samples,  and  the  soil  was  classified  as  a  fine  sand.  Thus,  the  concerns  for 
erodibility  of  the  stream  banks  was  confirmed. 

E5.5  Future  Subsurface  Investigations. 

Future  subsurface  investigations  along  the  alignment  of  the  proposed  struc¬ 
tures  will  consist  of  continuous  sampling  using  the  Standard  Penetration  lest 
(1-3/8”  ID  x  2.0"  OD  and  3.0"  ID  x  3.5"  OD  standard  split  spoon  samplers). 
Test  pits  will  be  dug  if  required.  Ground  water  will  be  monitored  by 
installing  piezometers  in  selected  reaches.  The  piezometers  also  will  be 
used  to  assist  in  determining  seepage  potential.  Proposed  borrow  areas  will 
be  sampled  to  determine  the  suitability  for  use  in  the  construction  of  the 
earth  embankment  levees.  Selected  soil  samples  will  be  tested  by  the  Ohio 
River  Division  Laboratories. 

E6.  GEOTECHNICAL  DESIGN 

E6.1  General . 

Various  factors  required  consideration  for  the  selected  locations  of  the 
floodwall,  levees,  and  riprap.  Prime  consideration  was  given  to  available 
space,  erosion  potential,  costs,  and  restrictions  placed  for  the  construction 
features  by  others. 

E6.2  Channel  Slope  Design. 

Channel  slopes  originally  were  designed  for  3ll  on  IV  for  the  channelization 
scheme.  Channel  velocities  and  the  soil  characteristics  along  with  vegeta¬ 
tion  removal  proved  the  scheme  unfeasible.  Therefore,  slope  stabilities  and 
erodibilities  must  be  considered  for  this  project.  For  the  selected  plan, 
slopes  will  be  2.5H  on  IV,  and  will  receive  6  inches  of  graded  bedding  and  18 
inches  of  graded  riprap,  and  are  discussed  in  Section  L6.8.  Riprap  and 
bedding  will  be  required  in  selected  areas  along  the  banks  of  both  Allen  and 
Irondequoit  Creeks.  Typical  cross  sections  for  channel  slopes  (and  riprap 
placement)  are  shown  on  Plate  E2. 

E6.3  Levee  Design. 

Levees  are  designed  to  use  a  semipervious  core  having  1H  on  IV  side  slopes 
and  a  covering  of  random  materials  shaped  to  a  2.5U  on  IV  slopes.  An  inspec¬ 
tion  trench  will  be  excavated  to  a  minimum  of  6  feet  below  ground  surface. 

The  bottom  width  of  the  slope  shall  be  a  minimum  of  4  feet  to  facilitate 
backfill  equipment.  Side  slopes  of  the  trench  will  be  cut  on  2H  on  IV. 
Selected  reaches  of  the  levee  will  require  riprap  protection.  Where  veloci¬ 
ties  are  high,  the  soil  extremely  susceptible  to  erosion,  and  where  severe 
property  damage  could  result  should  the  levee  be  undercut,  riprap  will  be 
placed  to  a  minimum  depth  of  4.5  feet  below  the  channel  bottom.  The  riprap 
will  be  placed  on  the  levee  slope  and  shall  be  continued  down  the  slope  to 
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Che  required  depth.  Backfill  to  natural  grade  will  be  required.  For  a  typi¬ 
cal  section  through  channel  with  levee,  see  Plate  E2.  For  those  levees 
designed  adjacent  to  the  streambed  and  its  finished  slope  continues  to  the 
water,  riprap  also  shall  be  placed  to  a  minimum  of  4.5  feet  below  the  channel 
bottom.  For  this  scheme,  see  Plate  E2. 

E6 .4  Levee  Loadings  Over  Irondequoit  Creek  Interceptor  Sewer. 

In  general,  the  maximum  height  of  the  levees  will  be  10  feet.  The  levee  will 
cross  the  Interceptor  Sewer  at  several  locations;  therefore,  loading  of  that 
sewer  by  the  levee  must  be  considered.  Table  E2  provides  a  tabulation  of  the 
sewer  lines,  their  ultimate  load  capacity,  and  the  load  imposed  from  a 
10-foot-high  levee  when  the  sewer  line  is  5  feet  below  ground  surface. 


Table  E2  -  Loading  Factors 


Sewer 

Diameter 

Loading 

Capacity 

Imposed 

Loading 

(inches) 

(pounds/feet) 

(pounds/ feet) 

42 

1,350 

1,057 

54 

1,350 

1,057 

84 

2,000 

1,057 

E6.5  Floodwall  Design. 

The  floodwall  was  selected  for  those  areas  in  which  space  was  not  available 
to  construct  the  levee.  The  erodible  potential  of  the  sand  is  such  that  the 
floodwall  will  be  constructed  on  sheet  pile.  The  sheet  pile  will  be  driven 
to  a  depth  of  4.5  feet  below  the  channel  bottom  to  prevent  channel  scour  from 
undercutting  the  sheet  pile.  For  stability  purposes,  the  sheet  pile  will  be 
required  to  be  driven  an  additional  5  to  6  feet.  For  the  sheet  pile  and 
floodwall  sections,  see  Plate  E3. 

E6.6  Drop  Structure  -  Allen  Creek. 

To  mitigate  velocites  and  erosion  on  Allen  Creek,  a  drop  structure  has  been 
designed.  For  a  distance  of  20  feet  downstream  of  this  structure,  18-inch 
riprap  will  be  placed  in  the  channel  bottom  to  a  thickness  of  27  inches. 

For  a  typical  cross  section  of  the  drop  structure,  see  Plate  E3. 

E6.7  Riprap  Design. 

Riprap  for  both  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  will  be  18-inches,  and  will  be 
underlain  by  6  inches  of  graded  bedding.  The  fine  sands  and  the  velocities 
from  the  selected  plan  require  that  size  material.  Calculations  for  the 
design  of  both  materials  are  shown  on  pages  E-25,  E-26,  and  E-27. 
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E6 . 8  Materials  Survey. 

E6.8.1  General. 

A  materials  survey  was  performed  in  June  1980,  to  determine  possible  material 
sources  for  the  construction  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood  Control  Project. 
The  survey  consisted  of  a  file  search  in  which  the  following  were  considered: 
an  analysis  of  the  results  of  quarry  investigations,  an  analysis  of  labora¬ 
tory  test  results,  the  evaluation  of  available  service  records,  and  the 
determination  of  interest  in  producing  required  materials  on  the  part  oi 
quarry/pit  operators. 

Eb.8.2  Material  Types  and  Gradations. 

E6.8.2.1  Design  -  A  preliminary  design  for  a  flood  control  project  con¬ 
sisting  of  a  concrete  floodwall  founded  on  sheet  pile,  earth  levees,  and 
channelization  has  been  performed.  Stone  materials  required  to  construct 
this  project  consists  of  bedding/filter  stone,  18-inch  riprap,  and  both  fine 
and  coarse  aggregates  for  concrete.  Stone  materials  may  have  an  elongation 
ratio  not  greater  than  3:1.  All  stones  shall  be  predominantly  angular  in 
shape.  Not  more  than  25  percent  of  the  stones  reasonably  well  distributed 
throughout  the  gradation  shall  have  a  length  more  than  2.5  times  the  breadth 
or  thickness.  They  are  described  below. 

E6.8.2.2  Type  A  Stone  (18-inch  Riprap)  -  This  material  will  consist  of 
a  reasonably  well-graded  product  having  a  minimum  weight  of  18  pounds  and  a 
maximum  weight  of  283  pounds  as  shown  below  and  on  Figure  E5. 

Eighteen-inch  Riprap 

Percent  Lighter  Limits  of  Stone 

by  Weight  Weights  in  Pounds 

100  283-113 

50  84-57 

15  42-18 

E6.8.2.3  Type  B  Stone  (Bedding  Material)  -  This  will  be  a  reasonably 
well-graded  product  conforming  to  the  gradation  limits  as  shown  below  and  on 
Figure  E4 . 

Bedding/Filter  Material 

Seive  Designation  Percent  Finer 

U.  S.  Standard  Square  Mesh  by  Weight 


6 

inches 

100 

3 

inches 

95-100 

1 

inch 

65-80 

3/8 

inch 

35-55 

No. 

4 

15-35 

No . 

10 

0-10 

No. 

16 

0-5 
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E6.8.2.4  Type  C  Stone  (Coarse  Aggregates  for  Concrete)  -  Coarse  aggre¬ 
gates  for  concrete  will  consist  of  a  suitable  blend  of  NYSDOT  sizes  of  No.  1 
and  No.  2.  That  blend  shall  fall  within  the  limits  shown  below  and  on  Figure 
E6 . 


Coarse  Aggregate  for  Concrete 


Sieve  Designation 
U.  S.  Standard  Square  Mesh 
(inches) 


Percent  Finer 
by  Weight 


1-1/2 

1 

1/2 

1/4 


100 

93-100 

27-58 

0-8 


E6.8.2.5  Type  D  Stone  (Fine  Aggregate  for  Concrete)  -  Fine  aggregate 
for  concrete  will  consist  of  a  reasonably  well-graded  material  that  complies 
with  the  NYSD0T  grading  requirements  and  within  the  limits  shown  below  and  on 
Figure  E7. 


Fine  Aggregate  for  Concrete 


Sieve  Designation 
U.  S.  Standard  Square  Mesh 


Percent  Finer 
by  Weight 


3/8-inch  100 

No.  4  90-100 

No.  8  75-100 

No.  16  50-85 

No.  30  25-60 

No.  50  10-30 

No.  100  1-10 

No.  200  (wet)  0-3 


E6.8.3  Specific  Gravity  of  Stone  Materials. 

A  specific  gravity  of  2.56  (160  pcf)  was  used  to  compute  the  stone  sizes  for 
the  three  stone  types.  A  variation  in  specific  gravity  equal  to  +  5  percent 
(2.43  to  2.69)  is  acceptable. 

E6.8.4  Material  Quality. 

E6.8.4.1  General  -  Quality  requirements  for  each  material  type  are 
discussed  below.  Riprap  and  bedding  stone  and  aggregates  for  concrete  have 
been  subjected  to  the  tests  established  by  the  Ohio  River  Division 
Laboratories,  Cincinnati,  Ohio.  Test  No.  P-11,  "Riprap  and  Breakwater  Stone 
Evaluation"  includes  a  suite  of  tests  to  determine  stone  durability.  Coarse 
and  fine  aggregates  have  been  subjected  to  a  suite  of  tests,  "Elementary 
Acceptance  Tests  of  Fine  Aggregate  for  Civil  Works  (C-21),"  and  "Elementary 
Acceptance  Tests  of  Coarse  Aggregates  for  Civil  Works  (C-22),"  were  performed 
to  determine  the  suitability  of  aggregates  for  concrete. 
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E6.8.4.2  Riprap  and  Bedding  Stone  -  The  stone  to  be  used  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  will  be  free  from  significant  cracks,  seams,  and  overburden  spoil.  The 
sources  which  are  suitable  for  this  must  not  show  significant  breakdown  in 
the  freeze-thaw  or  wet-dry  tests. 

E6.8.4.3  Coarse  and  Fine  Aggregates  for  Concrete  -  These  materials  will 
be  a  sound,  hard,  durable  material  that  is  produced  from  a  crushed  product 
and  shall  be  free  from  cracks,  seams,  organic  and  deleterious  materials. 
Aggregates  that  contain  5  percent  or  more  of  potentially  reactive  chert  will 
require  low  alkali  cement.  Aggregates  that  contain  a  combined  total  of  20 
percent  or  more  of  potentially  reactive  chert  will  not  be  permitted.  Coarse 
aggregates  will  contain  fractured  sharp  faces,  and  shall  be  free  of  laitence 
(washing)  of  coarse  aggregates  may  be  required).  Fine  aggregates  may  be 
either  natural  (lake,  beach,  or  glacial)  or  manufactured  sand  (crushed 
dolomite,  limesone,  or  crushed  conglomerates). 

E6.8.5  Material  Sources. 

E6.8.5.1  General  -  Riprap  and  bedding  stone  can  be  produced  from  the 
indicated  sources  listed  in  the  "Possible  Material  Sources,"  Plate  E6.  It  is 
possible  that  all  the  material  from  these  sources  is  not  suitable.  The  right 
one  will  be  reserved  in  the  specifications  to  reject  materials  from  certain 
localized  areas,  zones,  strata,  channels,  or  stockpiles  when  such  materials 
are  deemed  unsuitable. 

Selective  quarrying  will  be  required  for  the  production  of  riprap.  The  spec¬ 
ifications  will  require  that  shale  and  other  undesirable  materials  will  be 
excluded  by  adequate  processing. 

E6.8.5.2  Sources  -  Four  convenient  sources  are  capable  of  producing  the 
required  materials.  They  are  all  located  within  a  20-mile  radius  of  the 
project,  and  will  be  transported  by  truck.  Material  source  information  for 
each  material  type  relating  number  of  possible  sources  and  distances  from  the 
project  site  follows. 

E6.8.5.3  Type  A  Stone  (18-inch  Riprap)  -  Four  sources  within  a  20-mile 
radius . 

E6.8.5.4  Type  B  Stone  (Bedding  Material)  -  Four  sources  within  a  20- 
mile  radius. 

E6.8.5.5  Type  C  Stone  (Coarse  Aggregate  for  Concrete)  -  Two  sources 
within  a  20-mile  radius. 

E6.8.5.6  Type  C  Stone  (Fine  Aggregate  for  Concrete)  -  Two  sources 
within  a  20-mile  radius. 

E7 .  CONSTRUCTION  CONSIDERATIONS 

E7.1  General . 

Due  to  the  excavation  of  the  inspection  trench  for  the  earth  levee,  ground- 
water  problems  should  be  anticipated.  Pumping  significant  quantities  of 
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water  may  be  required  if  construction  is  performed  at  a  time  when  the  ground 
water  surface  is  high. 

E7.2  Backfill  for  Inspection  Trenches. 

Compaction  of  the  semi-imperious  core  must  be  performed  in  the  dry  to  assure 
that  seepage  problems  will  be  eliminated  at  times  of  high  flow.  Cutoff 
trenches  or  well  points  probably  will  not  be  an  effective  alternative  because 
of  the  high  permeability  of  the  subsurface  sand  stratum. 


E-ll 


GEORGIAN  \ 
^  BAY  i 


LAURENTIAN 


PLATE  A  U 


v 

5.  C 


* 

\Toronto 


0  N  T  A 


r  I  °/i 


i 

^03^  0 

,Vo  c 

0//7  > 


nr  S 

^  4/  ^ 


/e H 


^"IPROJECT  SITEhSN  .  /\ 

. *l,!!f„,,»pjffRochester 

•••""‘••••n . .  .  k  \  v4q  ^  ~ _ p* 

N  sT'ja  p  n,m"*.*HPn ** ,*,  e  s  WTV 

- <•  p  L  A  '  *7:7  «  W 

m* 


.I^^Ss 


.,w 


,  H  V 


u  6 


O  *■* 

_  r  NEW  YUHn 
PENNSYLVANIA 

SCALE  OF  MILES 

4  20  4: 


SKETCH  MAP  OF  PHYSIOGRAPHIC  DIVISIONS  IN 


THE  LAKE  ONTARIO  LAKE  ERIE  REGION 


KINDLE,  E.H.  AND  TAYLOR, FB.,  1913, DESCRIPTION 
OF  THE  NIAGARA  QUADRANGLE  (N  Y.) ! 

U.S.  GEOL.  SURVEY  GEOL.  ATLAS,  FOLIO  190 


IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED 
PANORAMA  PLAZA  AREA 
PENFIELO,  NEW  YORK 

PHYSIOGRAPHIC  DIVISIONS 

FINAL  FEASIBILITY  REPORT 
U.S.  ARMY  ENGINEER  DISTRICT  BUFFALO 


FIGURE  El 


U.  S.  STANDARDSim  NUMBERS 


STONE  SIZE  IN  INCHES  U.  S  STANDARD  SIEVE  NUMBERS 


N  INCHES  U  S.  STANDARDSIEVE  NUMBERS 


•  SEMI -IMPERVIOUS  CORE 


RANDOM  FILL- 

UJ 

|  »  ^ 


HEIGHT  OF  LEVEE  I 
OR  6  FEET  MAXIMUM  1 


■RANDOM  FILL 


SEMI -IMPERVIOUS  CORE 
INSPECTION  TRENCH 


-I  L' 


TYPICAL  SECTION  THROUGH  LEVEE 


TOP  OF  LEVEE 


IP  DIP  RAP 


ELEVATION  VARIE< 


ASSUMED  DE  pT  1 

V*'  OV-OJP 


TYPICAL  LEVEE  SECTION  WITH  RIP  RAP 

METHOD  A 

EM-IIIO-2- 1601  ,  APPENDIX  HE 


•EXISTING  SLOPE 


EARTH  EMBANKMENT- 


CUT  TO  REQUIRED  SLOPE  AND  PROTECT 
TO  DESIGN  FLOOD  ELEVATION 


LOW  WATER 


-MATERIAL  TO  BE  REMOVED  — 
f  EXISTING  GROUND  SURFACE 


-ELEVATION  VAR 


•IB  RIPRAP 
6"  BEDDING 


TYPICAL  SECTION  THROUGH  CHANNEL  WITH  LEVEE 

METHOD  D 

EM-IIIO-2- 1601  ,  APPENOIX  m _  _ 


IRONDEOUOiT  CREEK  WATERSHED 
PANORAMA  PLAZA  AREA 
PENFIELD,  NEW  YORK 

TYPICAL  CROSS  SECTIONS 

FINAL  FEASIBILITY  REPORT 

U  S  ARMY  ENGINEER  DISTRICT  BUFFAlO 


30‘ 

EL  280.0' 

EL  278  O' 

Riliiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiissaifiiiiiiiiiiiiiil 

lllmimmimmmiinmmmmmi 


55  PILES  @  19  5/6  =  89  -  II  3/8 


USE  PZ - 27 


3'  DROP  STRUCTURE  0  STA.  8+50  ALLEN  CREEK 


#9  ffi  PILING  INTERLOCK  SPACING 


—  DRIVING  LINE  FOR  VA-22 
STEEL  SHEET  PILING  I0'  LONG 


TYPICAL  I-  WALL  (FLOODWALL) 


IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED 
PANORAMA  PLAZA  AREA 
PENFIELD ,  NEW  YORK 

TYPICAL  CROSS  SECTIONS 

FINAL  FEASIBILITY  REPORT 

U  S  ARMY  ENGINEER  DISTRICT  BUFFALO 
1981 


map  supplement  sheet 
SUMMARY  OF  POSSIBLE  SOURCES  FOR 
CONSTRUCTION  MATERIALS 


-  a* 

Si 

lz 

|s  55 

;•  Or 

t/T 

c 


a  -<  in 


2  a 

--3  c  ? 

*  o  3)  fji 

r  H  m  ■< 

CO 


■o  0 

■o  >  m 

m  *  o 

*  o  c 
Z!  a  o 
ffl  P  H 

r~  < 
o  »  n 

z  2  S 

m  ^  "t 

•  s* 
/►« 
o  ►  5 

*3 

3 

a 


iirur  11  inches  coarse  aggregate  i  1/2  inches  -  i/«  inch 

KBOINI  I  INCHES  -  NO.  II  FINE  AGGREGATE  S/I  IRCH  •  10.  200 

R  -  INDICATES  QUA  ART  CAR  A  ICE  OF  FR00UCIM  STONE  INDICATED. 


o 


4 


P««ef£Sof 


FINAL  FEASIBILITY  REPORT 

IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED 
NEW  YORK 


APPENDIX  F 

PERTINENT  CORRESPONDENCE 
AND  INFORMATION 


U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Buffalo 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  NY  14207 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wolf  Road,  Albany,  New  York  12233 


Robert  F.  Flacke 
Commissioner 


May  18,  1982 


Colonel  Johnson 
Buffalo  District  Engineer 
Department  of  the  Army 
Buffalo  District  Corps 
of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  NY  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

At  the  request  of  David  MacPherson  of  your  staff,  this  letter  will 
acknowledge  receipt  of  your  letter  of  March  15,  1982  advising  that  you  would 
recommend  no  Federal  participation  for  the  flood  damage  reduction  project  for 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  submit  an  unfavorable  report  to  your  Division  office  in 
Chicago.  We  concur  with  this  action  due  to  the  lack  of  support  of  the 
Penfield  Town  Board  for  the  recommended  plan. 

Si 


■James 

Director,  Flood  Protection  Bureau 


F.  Kelley 


RLK/br 

cc:  A.  Buddie 


NCBPD-EB 


15  March  1982 


Mr.  James  F.  Kelley 

Director,  Flood  Protection  Bureau 

New  York  State  Department  Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wolf  Road 
Albany,  NY  12233 


Dear  Mr.  Kelley: 

Thank  you  for  the  1  March  1982  letter  expressing  your  intent  to  provide  the 
required  items  of  non-Federal  cooperation  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood 
Damage  Reduction  Project  in  the  vicinity  of  Panorama  Plaza. 

However,  our  interpretation  of  your  letter  and  enclosed  Penfield  Town  Board 
resolution  is  that  the  project  recommended  by  the  Corps  in  the  Final 
Feasibility  Report  (FFR)  is  not  in  fact  fully  supported.  What  appears  to  be 
supported  is  another  study  of  upstream  retention. 

Be  advised  that  the  Corps  during  7-years  of  pre-authorization  study  examined 
all  potential  flood  management  options  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 
including  upstream  retention.  Our  reasons  for  discarding  upstream  retention 
options  for  a  Federal  project  are  summarized  in  Inclosure  1. 

In  accordance  with  Federal  principles  and  standards,  the  Corps  has  reviewed 
all  options  for  potential  Federal  participation  and  has  determined  that  the 
only  option  warranting  Federal  implementation  is  the  Panorama  Plaza  Project 
with  levees  and  floodwalls,  as  recommended  in  the  FFR.  The  state  of  New  York 
and/or  the  town  of  Penfield  certainly  have  the  option  to  pursue  alternative 
projects  in  the  basin  at  their  own  expense. 

The  purpose  of  the  Corps  Feasibility  Report  is  to  determine  whether  the 
Federal  Government  should  participate  in  a  local  flood  control  project  and  if 
jj-6,  ^recommend  that  Congress  authorize  construction  of  the  alternative  that 
/best  meets  the  criteria  for  Federal  participation.  We  have  determined  that 
there  is  such  a  project  and  we  must  now  either  recommend  that  Congress 
authorize  that  project  for  construction  or  recommend  no  Federal  participation 
because  of  lack  of  local  support.  Further  study  will  not  change  the  outcome 
and  is  therefore  not  warranted.  Minor  modification  although  possible  during 
the  design  phase  could  not  include  such  major  alterations  to  the  project  as 
upstream  retention.  Such  major  changes  would  require  project  reauthorization 
by  Congress. 


NCBPD-EB 

Mr.  James  F.  Kelley 

Given  that  our  interpretation  of  your  1  March  1982  letter  is  correct,  I  have 
no  other  course  of  action  than  to  recommend  no  Federal  participation  for  the 
flood  damage  reduction  project  for  Irondequoit  Creek  and  submit  an  unfa¬ 
vorable  report  to  our  Division  office  in  Chicago. 

The  Corps,  however,  will  continue  to  provide  technical  assistance  on  a 
limited  basis  to  Monroe  County  during  the  NURP  Study.  However,  the  reser¬ 
voirs  being  investigatd  for  the  NURP  Study  are  primarily  designed  for  water 
quality  improvement  and  would  provide  only  an  insignificant  amount  of  flood 
protection  storage  to  downstream  areas. 

Thank  you  for  your  fine  cooperation  on  the  study  effort  and  we  look  forward 
to  working  with  you  on  other  water  resource  problems  of  mutual  Interest. 

Sincerely, 


1  Incl  GEORGE  P.  JOHNSON 

as  stated  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 


2 


15  March  1982 


UPSTREAM  RETENTION 


The  Corps  of  Engineers  investigated  all  flood  management  options  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  including  upstream  retention.  Intially  15 
reservoir  sites,  for  upstream  retention,  were  selected  for  investigation 
based  primarily  on  location  without  consideration  of  adverse  impacts.  The 
locations  were  evaluated  upon  the  following  criteria:  Location  with  respect 
to  residential  areas,  drainage  areas,  stream  control,  political  boundaries, 
and  type  of  land  available.  Nine  sites  were  eliminated  immediately  upon  a 
cursory  review  of  the  criteria,  due  to  their  adverse  impacts.  Six  of  the  more 
viable  of  these  sites  were  investigated  in  more  detail  and  are  summarized  in 
the  Final  Feasibility  Report  (FFR),  (Attach  1  and  2).  As  shown  on  Attach  2, 
each  of  the  reservoir  sites  have  a  physical  capacity  in  units  of  acre-feet 
that  is  much  less  than  the  required  storage  capacity  for  significant  flood 
events.  As  an  example,  the  Linear  Park  site  located  just  upstream  from 
Panorama  Plaza  would  provide  430  acre-feet  of  storage  but  during  a  5-year 
flood  with  one  inch  of  runoff,  5,330  acre-feet  of  storage  would  be  required. 
The  required  storage  is  approximately  12  times  greater  than  the  available 
storage.  For  a  flood  larger  than  the  5-year  flood,  even  more  storage  is 
required.  The  required  storage  could  not  be  met  even  with  a  combination  of 
several  reservoirs  in  series. 

Any  form  of  retention  requires  a  control  structure  (i.e.  dam)  to  regulate  the 
amount  of  flow  in  the  creek.  The  cost  of  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  such  a  control  structure  is  very  expensive  compared  to  other  flood 
control  measures.  The  cost  of  any  reservoir  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Basin 
would  far  exceed  the  benefits  accrued  to  this  project. 

As  a  result  of  Inquiry  by  Town  officials  during  a  public  meeting  held  in  the 
Spring  1981,  a  combination  of  upstream  retention  and  levees/f loodwalls  for 
protection  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  was  briefly  evaluated.  None  of  the 
evaluated  reservoirs  would  provide  adequate  storage  to  effectively  reduce 
the  flood  stages  (depths)  downstream  to  warrant  a  significant  reduction  in  the 
height  of  the  levees/f loodwalls .  The  cost  reduction  due  to  small  lowering  of 
the  levee/f loodwalls  heights  would  not  offset  the  high  costs  of  constructing 
the  reservoir  control  structures.  Therefore,  this  combination  alternative 
was  not  determined  to  be  economically  feasible  for  a  Federal  project. 

Town  of  Penfield  officials  during  a  recent  informational  meeting  questioned 
whether  small  off  channel  man-made  retention  ponds  along  Irondequoit  Creek 
would  provide  adequate  flood  protection.  This  type  of  design  would  be  bene¬ 
ficial  from  an  environmental  and  recreational  standpoint,  however,  the  ponds 
would  require  minimum  water  levels  at  all  times  of  the  year  and  would  have  an 
insignificant  amount  of  additional  flood  water  storage.  Not  only  are  they 
not  practical  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Basin  based  on  design  criteria  but  the 
ponds  would  not  be  economically  justified  due  to  the  expensive  real  estate 
costs. 


A  non-structural  plan  can  be  Implemented  by  the  State,  County  or  Town  at 
their  own  expense.  Such  a  plan  was  recommended  tn  the  FFR  for  the  watershed. 
The  non-structural  plan  Included  a  combination  of  flood  insurance,  flood 
plain  requlations,  and  flood  proofing.  A  flood  warning  system  could  also  be 
implemented.  These  items  were  evaluated  but  did  not  meet  criteria  for  a 
Federal  project. 

The  evaluation  of  all  flood  management  measures  resulted  in  Identifying  only 
one  structural  measure  warranting  Federal  Implementation.  The  Corps  recom¬ 
mended  plan  is  Alternative  B,  a  levee/f loodwall  plan  in  the  vicinity  of 
Panorama  Plaza  -  Penfield,  New  York. 


table  6  -  Reservoir  Site  Comparison  -  Availavble  vs.  Requ 


IN 
T3 

03  U  3 
U  O  OC 

*»H  tfc. 

3  ..  .. 
cr  x 

O)  1  lW 
O'  :  iw 

^  O 

c 

U  3 
O  & 

u* 


o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CN 

CN 

o 

o 

ON 

o 

m 

• 

• 

A 

nO 

CO 

00 

r—4 

r-* 

o 

iO 

o 

o 

H 

CO 

CO 

sO 

00 

CN 

CO 

■> 

•» 

a 

A 

o 

<T\ 

On 

in 

f-"4 

o 

O 

O 

o 

CO 

r— • 

N £> 

co 

OA 

vO 

VO 

•» 

a 

A 

A 

i n 

•o- 

<r 

CN 

I 

cx 

3d^ 
co  a; 
<u  c  a> 
-c  <o  u 
v  a  o 

C  QJ  U 
O  60tH 

^  o 

*  nj  D 
^  CO  cr 
c.  o 

c  <u  -T3 
p  x:  c 
C  u  O 
V* 

i~  VM  k-< 

o 

c  U-I 

3  03  O 

cr  -a 
c.  M 

TO  10  0) 
C  > 

0  6  0 
»-i  CO  «n 

m  a>  </> 
u  o 

C  i-i  u 

O  (/)  u 


C  cO  03 

co  •  O 

3  w  c  *o 

O  -r-c  5  ^ 

O  C/3 
60  >>  C 


B 

00 

c 

u 

t-i 

tH 

c 

*T-< 

u 

cc 

r— 4 

4-J 

co  cn 

o 

QJ 

in 

3  — « 

..  ^ 

U4 

in 

*T^ 

cr 

4-> 

a. 

X 

in 

u 

X 

o 

o 

o 

on 

03 

03 

Uj 

•  o 

> 

c 

O  <0 

00 

i  *o  O 
aj  a 
P  W  T3 

U  co  a 
<o  .o  in 
o 

c  a>  ^ 


cn  u  o  v- 


CO 

cn 

0) 

O 

w- 

QJ 

«r-l 

o 

U-i 

co  CO 

u 

3- 

a 

X3 

03  3 

c 

<0 

60 

o 

a; 

v-  cr 

4J 

03 

to 

00 

03 

co 

CO 

c 

> 

03 

u 

<0 

00 

c0 

03 

a 

03 

60 

o 

CO 

u 

a»  .n 

> 

CO 

4-> 

o 

u 

O 

O  *-J 

03 

V-< 

»-> 

cn 

4J 

O 

CO 

cO 

o 

in 

i-» 

cn 

u-i  .n 

Wi 

03 

i-J 

U-i 

cn 

U  4-* 

<0 

>> 

cn 

o 

03 

0) 

3  "H 

a 

1 

r-H 

*o 

aH 

cn  3 

>>  O 

Uj 

cn 

X3 

<u 

x> 

> 

o 

o 

4-» 

c0 

V-. 

CO 

<0  * 

m 

a4 

c 

*-H 

rH 

o 

3 

•tH 

3 

•O 

X  <r 

1 

1 

*H 

O 

CO 

O' 

CO 

c 

B 

> 

o 

> 

C  U-c 

< 

< 

Dd 

«c 

o  o 

r4 

CN 

'■  •  — <r«L»r  »r-« 


February  23,  1982 


( 


( 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 

District  Engineer 

US  Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  N.  Y.  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

*  / 

I  am  enclosing  copies  of  a  resolution  adopted  by  the  Penfield 
Town  Board  on  February  22  indicating  our  continuing  interest 
in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood  Protection  Project.  Also, 
enclosed  is  a  cover  letter  addressed  to  Richard  Konsella, 
Chief,  Flood  Control  Projects  Section,  DEC. 

I  believe  both  documents  fairly  state  the  concerns  of  the 
Town  Board. 


May  I  also  express  our  appreciation  for  granting  an  extension 
of  time  as  requested  in  December  as  well  as  the  meeting  of 
January  10  attended  by  members  of  your  staff. 


ILG : bf 
cc:  DEC 

Town  Board  &  Town  Attorney 
Planning  Board 
Zoning  Board 
Conservation  Board 
DPW 


Yours  truly. 


/  • 


Irene  L.  Gossin 
Supervisor 


r 


t 

S 


s 


f  * 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wolf  Road.  Albany,  New  York  12233 


March  1,  1982 


Robert  F.  Flacke 
Commissioner 


c 


c 


Colonel  George  Johnson 
District  Engineer 
U.  S.  Corps  of  Engineers 
Dept,  of  the  Army 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  NY  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

At  a  special  meeting  of  the  Penfield  Town  Board  on  February  22,  1982 
the  Board  adopted  a  resolution  expressing  a  continuing  interest  in 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood  Protection  Project  in  the  vicinity  of 
Panorama  Plaza.  A  copy  of  that  resolution  is  enclosed  for  your 
information  and  files.  You  will  note  that  the  resolution  asks  that 
you  consider  modifications  in  the  project  design.  We  ask  that  you 
give  such  considerations  as  are  reasonable  in  future  phases  of  the 
study. 

Based  upon  the  expression  of  continuing  interest  by  the  Town  Board, 
it  is  the  intent  of  this  Department  to  provide  the  required  items 
of  non-Federal  cooperation  for  a  project  which  is  engineeringly  and 
environmentally  sound,  economically  justified  and  meets  local  needs. 


Sincerely, 

James  F.  Kelley 
Director 

Flood  Protection  Bureau 


RLX:pt 

Enclosure 


cc:  I.  L.  Gossin,  Supervisor/wo/enclosure 
A.  Buddle/w/enclosure 


. 


TOWN  OF  PENFIELD 


3100  Atlantic  Ave. 
Penfield,  N.  Y.  14526 


IRENE  L.  GOSSIN.  Supervisor 


February  23,  1982 


Richard  L.  Konsella,  P.E. 

Chief,  Flood  Control  Projects  Section 
NYS  Dept,  of  Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wolf  Road 
Albany,  N.  Y.  12233 

Dear  Mr.  Konsella: 

The  Penfield  Town  Boaird  appreciated  your  meeting  with  us  and 
Corps  of  Engineers  staff  on  February  10  regarding  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Flood  Protection  Project. 

As  we  explained  to  you,  we  were  committed  to  participation  in 
the  Association  of  Towns  annual  meeting  in  NYCity  during  the 
following  week.  However,  at  a  special  Town  Board  meeting  last 
evening,  February  22,  the  Board  unanimously  approved  a  resolution 
indicating  a  continuing  interest  in  the  project.  A  certified 
copy  of  the  resolution  is  attached. 

You  will  note  that  the  resolution  expresses  concern  over  the 
intensity  of  the  project  and  urges  consideration  of  a  combination 
ol'  upstream  retention  and  possibly  structural  improvements  in  the 
Panorama  area.  We  strongly  request  that  our  concerns  be 
addressed  by  the  Corps  and  DEC  and  would  appreciate  being  advised 
should  any  other  programs  emerge  which  would  be  helpful  in 
controlling  the  concentration  and  confluence  of  flood  waters  in 
the  Town  of  Penfield. 


Finally,  we  understand  that  this  resolution  of  approval  in  no  way 
commits  the  Town  to  final  approval  nor  assurances  of  local  funding. 


ILG  :M 

cc:  Corps  of  Engineers 

Town  Board  &  Town  Atty 
Planning  Board 
Zoning  Board 
Conservation  Board 


Yours  truly. 


Sf*. . 

'  ~  jin,  " 


Irene  L.  Gossi 


Supervisor 


Public  Works  Commi  ttee 


By :  Councilman  Donald  Wink 
Resolution  No.  __^£_  of  1982  February  22,  1>932 


Irondeouoit  Creek  Flood  Protection  Project  -  U.S.  Corns  of  engineers 


WHEREAS,  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  was  authorized  by  Congress  in 
1965  to  look  at  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Watershed  drains  approxiamtely  139  square  miles  involving 
Monroe,  Ontario  and  Wayne  Counties  and 

WHEREAS,  in  a  study  completed  by  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  -  Buffalo 
District  in  1968,  twenty  flood  prone  areas  in  this  waters bed  were  reviewed 
and  evaluated  and 

WHEREAS,  the  area  in  the  Town  of  Penfield  near  Panorama  Plaza  where 
Allens  Creek  and  Irondequoit  Creek  come  together,  was  the  only  one 
recommended  for  structural  flood  protection  and 

WHEREAS,  this  protection  consists  of  a  levee/flood  wall  plan  designed 
with  a  500  year  level  of  protection  and 

WHEREAS,  the  cost  of  the  project  would  be  financed  by  Federal  and 
local  funds  (State  and  Town)  and 

WliCRCAS,  the  cost  of  maintenance  after  completion  would  become  an 
obligation  of  the  Town  of  Penfield  and 

WHEREAS,  this  cost  is  estimated  at  $74,500  yearly  based  on  present 
costs  and 

WHEREAS,  a  public  hearing  was  held  by  'he  Corps  of  Engineers  in 
April  of  1981  and  an  informational  meeting  was  held  by  the  Town  of  Penfield 
on  February  2,  1902  for  the  merchants  and  pi operty  owners  in  the  affected 
area  and 

WHEREAS,  the  flew  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 
has  requested  from  the  Town  of  Penfield  a  letter  indicating  a  continuing 
interest  in  this  project. 

BE  IT  RESOLVED,  that  the  Town  of  Penfield  does  indicate  a  continuing 
interest  in  this  project  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  in  the  design  of  this  project,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  consider  modifications  that  would  make  the  project 
less  intense  by  again  considering  a  combination  of  upstream  retention  and 
flood  walls/levees  in  the  Panorama  area. 


RE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  keep  the  property 
owners  of  the  affected  area  and  the  Town  of  Penfield  informed  of  all 
progress  during  design  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  contact  and  work 
with  the  nationwide  Urban  Runoff  Program  (NURP)  and  Monroe  County  Planning 
in  their  "Study  of  Pollution  in  the  Irondequoit  Basin  from  Stormwater 
Runoff" . 


Moved  By:  CM  Wink 

Seconded  By:  _ CM-Fanta 

Vote:  Fonte 
Goss  in 
Nolan 
Phi  1  brick 
.  Hi  nk 
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22  Fecewber  lc.'il 


Mr.  James  F.  Kelley 
Director,  Flood  Protection  Bureau 
Jew  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation 
SO  Wolf  Poad 
Albany,  hY  12233 


Wear  Mx.  Eel  ley: 

<' 

Thank  you  for  your  10  December  1901  update  on  the  status  of  developing  a 
letter  of  intent  to  participate  in  a  flood  damage  reduction  project  for  the 
Iror.dequoit  Creek  Watershed  in  the  town  of  Penfield.  The  need  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  3  nontha  for  notification  of  the  State’s  intent  ir.  acknowledged .  The 
delay  and  continued  uncertainty,  however,  does  provide  us  with  some  dif¬ 
ficulty,  particularly  with  respect  to  programming  future  budgets.  The  Corps 
has  completed.  Its  study  of  the  watershed  and  has  recommended  a  plan  to  signi¬ 
ficantly  reduce  future  floodin''  problems  in  the.  Panorama  Plaza  area  of 
Penfield,  MY .  The  environmental  impact  statement,  and  our  final  feasibility 
report,  with  a  recommended  solution  plan,  were  completed  ir.  July  1?*U. 
Uncertainty  of  local  support  since  then  has  made  it  difficult  to  program  and 
schedule  future  project  activities. 

My  staff  informs  me  that  MYSDEC  nas  contacted  the  town  of  Fenfield  several 
times  since  April  1981,  requesting  a  letter  of  support  for  the  recommended 
flood  damage  control  project,  and  no  letter  has  been  provided.  Obviously,  we 
arc  ready  to  provide  whatever  information  the  town  officials  need  in  reaching, 
a  ‘ccision.  My  staff  will  be  available  to  meet  with  you  and  the  town  of 
Penfield  In  late  January  as  you  requested,  however,  if  no  definitive  posi¬ 
tion  ts  taken  by  mid-February,  I  must  send  my  report  to  Congress  recommending 
tbit  no  project  be  constructed  and  that  the  study  authorisation  ha  closed. 

The  btate  and  town  of  PenfiolJ  retain  the  option  to  construct  the  Innorana 
Fl.isa  project  without  Federal  funds,  ."onstructurai  measures  for  upper  basin 
water  resource  r.ianayenent  remain  a  non-Federal  responsibility  as  presented  in 
Che  report. 


\'CRPD-E3 
:  r.  Jaues  r 


.  Kelley 


If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  action,  please  contact 

Pr.  David  "acPheraon,  Study  Manager,  at  (716)  376-5454,  extension  2245. 

Sincerely, 


GEORGE  P.  JOiiKSO:? 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 


CF: 

l/flCBPD-ES 

Ms.  Anna  Bundshuh 
Supervisor  -  Penfield 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
Penfield,  NY  14526 


MacPherson _ 

Kelly _ jX 

Gilbert _ 

Baldi  / 


1?tW2  *- 


Creeden  f'VK.'CZ'V* 
Johnson  \j _ 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wolf  Road,  Albany,  New  York  1 2233 


r  i 


Robert  F.  Flacke 
Commissioner 


December  10,1981 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 

District  Engineer 

US  Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

This  is  to  advise  you  of  the  status  of  your  request  of  March  30, 

1981  for  a  letter  of  intent  to  participate  in  a  flood  damage  reduction 
project  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  in  the  Town  of  Penfield.  We 
have  corresponded  with  Supervisor  Bundschuh  on  several  occasions  since 
last  March  requesting  an  expression  of  interest.  We  have  provided  copies 
of  that  correspondence  to  Mr.  Dan  Kelly  of  your  staff.  In  our  most 
recent  letter,  dated  November  24,  1981,  we  advised  the  Town  of  Penfield 
that  we  must  have  a  letter  stating  the  intent  of  the  Town  of  Penfield 
to  participate  in  the  proposed  project  by  December  10,  1981. 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  a  reply  from  the  Town  requesting  an  extension 
of  time  in  which  to  reach  a  decision  and  stating  their  desire  for  a 
further  meeting  with  your  staff  to  obtain  ansv/ers  to  specific  questions 
which  they  have  not  yet  developed.  Also  enclosed  is  a  copy  of  our 
response  asking  that  questions  be  developed  as  soon  as  possible  and 
furnished  to  this  office  at  least  two  weeks  prior  to  a  meeting  which  we 
suggest  should  be  scheduled  for  late  January,  1982.  Upon  receipt  of 
the  Town's  questions  they  will  be  immediately  forwarded  to  you  along  with 
any  comments  which  my  staff  may  have. 

I  sincerely  regret  that  we  are  still  unable  to  furnish  a  letter  of 
intent  regarding  the  proposed  Irondequoit  Creek  Project  some  eight 
months  after  your  request  and  the  subsequent  public  meeting.  As  I  am 
sure  you  are  aware,  certain  items  of  non-Federal  participation  in  a 
flood  protection  project  are  delegated  to  the  local  government  under 
an  agreement  similar  to  the  State-Federal  Agreement  of  Cooperation, 
thus,  we  must  have  an  expression  of  intent  to  participate  from  the  local 
government  prior  to  furnishing  a  letter  of  intent  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 


Based  upon  the  request  from  the  Town  of  Penfield  for  additional  time 
to  reach  a  decision  and  the  lengthy  delays  already  experienced,  we 
suggest  that  you  revise  your  timetable  for  this  project  to  allow  at  least 
an  additional  three  months  for  notification  of  the  State's  intention 
concerning  participation  in  this  project. 


Enel . 

cc:  Town  of  Penfield, 


rector 

reau 


New  York  Stale  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wolf  Road,  Albany.  New  York  12233 


December  10,  1 98 1 


Robe.t  ?■  Flack* 
Commissioner 


Ms.  Anna  Bundschuh 
Supervi sor 
Town  of  Penfield 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
Penfield,  NY  14526 

Dear  Supervisor  Bundschuh: 

I  have  received  your  letter  of  December  4,  1931  requesting 
additional  time  for  the  Town  Board  to  reach  a  decision  concerning 
participation  in  the  proposed  Irondequoit  Creek  flood  Protection 
Project  and  a  further  meeting  with  representatives  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  Me  have  advised  the  Corps  of  your  request  and  suggested 
that  the/  revise  their  schedule  accordingly. 

Members  of  my  staff  will  be  available  to  participate  in  any 
meeting  which  you  may  schedule  and  also  arrange  for  participation 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  It  is  suggested  that  the  meeting  be 
scheduled  for  late  January,  1932  and  we  request  that  you  advise  this 
office  as  soon  as  possible  of  the  desired  date  for  the  meeting.  We 
must  receive  questions  to  be  developed  by  the  Town  Board  at  least 
two  weeks  prior  to  the  meeting  in  order  that  they  may  bo  forwarded 
to  the  Corps  with  our  comments. 

This  Department  will  take  no  further  action  concerning  the 
proposed  project  until  we  have  heard  from  the  Town  of  Penfield. 

Sincerely, 


Richard  L.  Konsella,  P.E. 

Chief,  Flood  Control  Projects  Section 


cc:  Penfield  Town  Board 
c/o  Town  Clerk 

Ms.  Irene  L.  fiossin,  Supervisor  Elect 
Buffalo  District  COE  ~-- 
Al lan  Cuddle 


3100  Atf.i'  fn.  A  \,c 


Richard  L.  Konsella,  Chief 

Flood  Control  Projects  Section 

N.  Y.  S.  Dept,  of  Environmental  Conservation 

50  Wolf  Road 

Alunny,  N.  Y.  12230 


Dear  Mr.  Konsella: 

I  ha”e  discussed  your  letter  of  November  24  with  th<-’  Town  Board 
and  with  incoming  Supervisor  Irene  L.  Gossin.  The  Town  Board 
members  who  will  be  in  office  after  January  1  and  Mrs.  Gossin 
have  requested  me  to  write  and  ask  for  an  extension  of  time. 

During  the  next  two  months  the  Town  Board  would  like  to  compile 
a  list  of  questions  to  obtain  further  information  from  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  The  Town  Board  will  probably  wish  to  have  either 
.  a  Public  ilearincj  or  an  information  meeting  with  property  owners 
and  merchants  in  the  Panorama  area  so  that  they  can  also  become 
better  informed  about  the  project. 

I  enclose  a  clipping  from  the  Rochester  Times  Union  of  December  2 
1981.  The  reporter  covered  a  Town  Eoard  worksession  at  whirl',  thi 
topic  was  discussed. 


Sincerely, 


Anna  R.  Bundsehuh 

ARB : b f  Supervisor 

cc:  Town  Board 

D.  Mae  Pin  m  son,  Cor|  of  Knqi  . 
f  .  Gossin,  Gtif  >r  .  I :  J  •  •  L 


Nr,P0 


‘lovcnber  3A,  1031 


"s.  Anna  P.undschuh 
Supervisor 
Tot>n  of  Penfiel'1 
sino  Atlantic  Avenue 
P»nf1o1d,  MV 

Pear  Ms.  Pundschuh: 

Th f *;  Is  wit1’  reference  to  mv  letters  to  you  of  April  31,  ldf>l, 

A  must  37,  1°°1  and  A^^t.orbor  10,  10H  concerninq  tho  orooosed 
Iron^oounlt  free1'  Hood  Protection  Project  and  requcstlnq  that  tho 
Tom  of  r’r.nf1ol''  provide  a  letter  of  intent,  to  participate  in  the 
protect.  r1nht  penf'S  have  passed  since  our  meetinn  on  Aoril  10,  1901 
and  mv  first  letter  of  f  t  i  1  31,  1  or*l  *  and  wo  have  still  not  received 
an  Indication  of  the  Tern’s  position  rnnardinq  the  nro.iect. 

In  those  'hv/s  of  reduce'  federal  soeodinn,  there  is  keen 
cnnnpti *-1on  for  funds  for  elnnnino  and  coostructlnn  fjpod  protection 
facilities.  ue  ust  notifv  the  fores  of  Tnnlnoors  of  the  position 
of  non-rp'teral  interests  concernim  the  Iron-Jequolt  Creek  Project. 
Consequently,  If  we  have  not  received  a  letter  statinq  the  Intent 
of  the  Torn  of  f'enfiel-1  to  participate  in  the  oroiect  bv  PcceTilor  10,  1931. 
v/o  will  he  forced  to  advise  the  Corns  of  Ennlneers  that  tliero  is 
insufficient  local  interest  in  the  project  to  warrant  recormendirn 
the  nro.iect  for  authorisation  by  Conqress. 

Sincerely, 


Pi  chard  !_.  v’nnsella 
Chief 

flood  Control  Proiects  Section 


hr 

CC :  Pen  fin  Id  Tm.'p  foard 
A.  Puddle 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conaervation 
50  Wolf  Road,  Albany,  New  York  1 2233 


DIVISION  OF  WATER 
FLOOD  PROTECTION  BUREAU 


Robert  F.  Flacke 
Commissioner 


September  28,  1981 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 

District  Engineer 

US  Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

This  is  in  interim  reply  to  your  letter  of  March  30,  1981,  requesting 
that  this  agency  provide  a  letter  of  intent  to  participate  in  a  flood 
damage  reduction  project  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  We  have 
reviewed  the  Draft  Final  Feasibility  Report  and  generally  concur  with 
the  selected  plan.  We  are  currently  awaiting  the  views  of  the  Town  of 
Penfield  with  regard  to  certain  local  responsibilities.  When  we  have 
received  indication  of  the  views  of  the  Town,  we  will  be  in  a  position 
to  furnish  the  requested  letter  of  intent. 


Sincerely, 


t  _  to  tr_ii _  ' 


S'  \ 

(  J^mes  F.  Kelley 
v"~€nief,  Flood  Protection  Bureau 


cc:  A.  Buddie 

A.  Bundschuh 


DIVISION  Ut  TN.l 
flood  n.OTi.u  iot;  iiU.ui.'U 

Sep  Lem  bp  r  10,  1931 


Mr.  ana  Bundschuh 
Supervisor,  Tov.n  oC  i- on  fie  Id 
3100  'tlantic  'venue 
Fen  C  io  lei ,  New  Yor  k  14  j /! 0 

bear  Supervisor  Bunds chdh; 

Thir.  is  in  reply  lo  your  lcuei  of  September  2,  1931,  rc^nrotnf,  the 
proposed  1  rondo  quo!  Creek  Flood  Protection  i'roject,  Ve  ate  unaw.-ue 
of  rmy  other  cannon  1>  les  v.’iilcli  have  established  a  special  beuefi 
disttlcc  to  raise  fundi  for  local  costs  of  flood  protection  project, 
including,  me  annual  costs  of  operation  mu  t;nt Ltu.cn once.  Several 
council  i  lie.;  in  the  pact  have  considered  this  niteruativc ,  mi!  havr 
concluded  •  h.u  project  utuc Cits ,  pat  ilcu  L.w  l>  .hose  directly  as..'.oc  i  ;•  ci 
v.i.  h  commercial  and  industrial  areas,  accrue  to  the  entire  community 
an  j  not  just  .he  area  of  diiect  benefit. 

As  stated  in  my  letter  of  ..prll  21,  1931,  a  letter  ol  intent  at  this 
i  it  io  does  not  co,ir-ii:.  Lite  Town  of  Penfield  io  any  tutuic  expondi  m  re.:- , 
bui  is  necessary  for  .he  Corps  of  engineers  .o  seek  approval  to  proceed 
with  mote  detailed  studies.  However,  if  .lie  Town  board  doc;-  no.  feel 
tii at  there  is  some  likelihood  of  l' own  participation  In  a  future  p.ojec  , 
we  t.iU  s  L  notify  the  Corps  ot  lii^incer.-.  thru  there  is  in -u  I  r  ic  i  c" '  loc -1 
Lnteiosi  to  warrant  additional  expenditures  of  Federal  funds. 

a  would  appreciate  no .  if  ic-n  ion  ot  t  no  Town's  position  a.,  soon  a: 
possible . 


S luce  re ) y  , 


i\ i c h a i <j  [..  Konsclla,  I’.i.. 

Chief,  Flood  Coivrol  Project*  Section 


cc.  A .  huddle,  w/ LnCo.il nr, 
:  Lit /go 


Richard  L.  Konsella,  P.E. 

Chief,  Flood  Control  Projects  Section 
N .  Y.  State  Dept,  of  Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wn l f  Road 
Albany,  M.  Y.  122  H 


Dear  Mr.  Konsella: 

The  Town  Board  has  not  made  a  determination  as  to  its  support 
of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Study  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers . 

We  have  been  considering  how  to  best  to  set  up  a  special 
district  to  pay  the  on-going  maintenance  cost  of  the  project. 

Do  you  have  any  information  where  special  districts  have  been 
used  by  other  municipalities  for  similar  projects?  Our  concern 
is  how  to  do  this  equitably.  We  could  base  these  special  districts 
on  assessed  valuation  but  those  properties  furthest  away  from 
the  creek  are  less  likely  to  suffer  damage  than  those  closer, 
and  should  probably  contribute  a  smaller  amount  towards  the 
maintenance.  This  could  involve  a  complex  formula. 

We  would  appreciate  any  information  you  might  have. 

Sincerely , 


Anna  R.  Bundschuh 
Supervisor 


APB : b£ 


DIVISION  OF  i: ATI. 1 1 
FLOOD  PnOt'CCf ION  liUiil.AU 


Au;;us  t  27,  1931 


Ml.  Anna  bundscnuh 
Supervisor,  Tov.n  of  Pen  fie  id 
JlOO  Atlantic  .-venue 
Per. Held,  New  Yori:  1432G 

Leai  Supervisor  Bundt.chuh: 

liiis  is  with  lefeience  to  my  letter  to  you  of  April  21,  1931,  cop, 
attached,  requesting  Chut  you  provide  us  with  an  e.'.pies.s Lou  or  the  Town 
ol  Penfield’s  line  test  In  Uie  Irondequoit  Creeit  V.’o,  c  cslied  Si  uoy  and  L  t 
in',  cut  to  participate  in  a  project,  if  one  is  found  to  be  justified, 
be  're  awaiting  your  response  before  we  advise  Lhe  Corps  of  engineers  of 
•  lie  State's  intent  ions. 

be  would  appreciate  your  response  in  mis  matter. 


S  ince i e ly , 


Klcliard  L.  itouj.e  1  la ,  P.h. 

Chief,  Flood  Conuol  Projects  Sec  ion 


Attachment 

cc;  A.  Huddle,  v.o/«tt  nehment 
KLK/en 


[Jivi-SLU;  uF  '..VLh:; 
FUS)I>  r  'on:ui:T.oii  IMJ.il.AU 


Ap ill  i-L,  1931 


.‘Jill c.  buitdschuh 

dupe .-visor ,  Town  of  l'en  fie  Id 

_,10'J  Atlantic  Avenue 

ten  field,  tew  York  14j?G 

Lear  Supe. vvtuor  I'm  ids  chub; 

Ac  we  discussed  during  one  ciect  iiWy  of  April  lb,  19  s  l  cuncc ruin,-  l..c 
T  In -I  feasibility  . cpoit  on  the  Lronduquoit  Crock  i  nterfiled,  the  tuffalo 
L'i.1. Liict ,  Corps  of  engineers  has  requested  that  tills  Department  fuuiL-ii 
ct  letter  of  intent  to  participate  in  a  local  Hood  protection  project 
in  i he  vicitiit_.  of  1  ono rccna  Fiona,  before  »;e  can  furnish  such  n  letter 
of  intent,  it  will.  be  necessary  to  receive  a  lciter  of  Intent  f.o.  the 
ibr-a,  of  lcn  field  ;  <>  par  t.icipete  in  a  project.  Such  an  expression  of 
intent  docs  not  obligate  tiie  Icon  or  the  State  in  any  way,  hut  i;;  i.ccci.  • 
sn:y  to  obtain  Congressional  authorization  of  the  project,  allin.-ln.:  the 
Corps  of  Kinjlnecrr.  to  proceed  vith  detailed  design  of  tiie  project. 

e  could  appreciate  loco  1  v  li.r,  a  lettci  from  the  i'ovn  o',  ienlio  lu 
:  possible  after  the  public  i.icet  Luc  to  be  bold  April  HI. 

f“>u»  cooperation  in  i.iii:.  indior  ir.  app .  ec!  at o<l. 


S  i  iitri  c  L;  , 


i.lchord  b.  koi. sella,  F.i. . 

Chief,  Flood  Control  Projects  Section 


r 


I  \  « 


I'u'lU  lo 


NCBdD-.’M 


3D  March  1031 


James  Xa  i  l ->y ,  Chi  e j' 

W  h  c-j  r  Management 
Maw  York  Jtate  Department  ot 
4nvl ronaantat  Conservation 
30  Woic  load 
Albany .  MY  12233 


Dear  Mr.  Xuilcy. 

The  purpose  oC  tn<3  correspondence  is  to  requ?st  a  Cotter  o'  Inf-nt  to 
prociJj  assurunc-.-s  Jrom  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation  tor  the  proposed  Corps  o'  Enpinaers  flood  ••anaee  reduction 
pro  ,«ct  la  the  Irondoquoit  Creek  Watershed. 

live  copies  or  the  Draft  Pinal  Feasibility  Report  (DRi'R)  an'’  Draft 
environmental  Impact  Statement  (DrilJ)  and  associated  Appendices  cnti.t1 
"Irondecjuo.t t  Creek  Watershed,  Now  York,"  were  sent  to  your  office  under  a 
cov>»r  letter  dated  30  January  1981.  The  selected  plan,  Alternative  ”B“  is 
a  structural  l^vea  and  floodwail  plan  for  the  Panorama  ”laaa  area  of  the 
town  of  I’enf ieid,  NY. 

Tie.  cost  of  the  selected  plan  is  subject  tc  cKinq".  during  the  revisions  of 
the  final  report.  A  more  detailed  and  realistic  real  f-stat-”  estimate  has 
been  recently  completed  by  our  Real  Estate  office.  The  land  acouisltlon 
costs  were  reevaluated  at  lull  value  and  relocation  costs  ware  added 
resulting  In  a  total  real  estate  cost  Increase  of  approximately  SOOD.OCD. 

This  will  result  in  an  Increase  of  the  non- ft*  dural  cost  share.  The  total 
projoct  cost  is  expected  to  change  due  to  a  mollification  of  the  internal 
flood  control  measures.  A  pump  station  may  not  be  necessary  which  would 
lower  the  cost  by  approximately  $100,000.  A  cost  Increase  of  $100,000 
results  from  an  update  of  price  levels  and  Interest  rates.  A  breakdown  of 
tna  proposed  cost  changes  and  cost-snaring  policies  Is  pres-Tite'’  in 
inc Loaure  1. 

A  combi  nod  public  meeting  and  Diction  f-0A  public  hearing  will  Sf»  held 
29  April  19hl,  at  i’entlold  High  School,  Pcnrield.  NY,  to  discuss  the  f-aturos 
of  tile  select'd  plan.  You  should  have  received  the  public  meeting  nof'e.’, 
dat’d  27  Marcn,  with  information  pamphlet. 


NCBCO-PN 

James  Kelley,  Chief 

A  reply  Co  this  letter  is  requested  by  15  Hay  1931*  The  Letter  of  Intent  to 
provide  assurances  will  be  included  in  the  final  report  and  ."IS  when  it  Is 
sent  forward  to  higher  authority  for  authorization  review. 

If  you  have  any  questions  pertaining  to  the  report,  please  call  David 
MacPhorson,  Study  Manager,  at  (716)  376-5454,  extension  2245. 

Sincerely, 


V 


1  Incl 
stated 


CSORCS  P.  JOHNSON 
Colonel,  Corps  of  engineers 
District  Engineer 


/NCBED-PN 


MacPherson 

Kelly _ ] 

Gilbert _ 

Hallock/ 

Liddell _ 

Braun _ 

Johnson 


2 


i 


1 


Selected  PI  in 

Alternative  il  -  Le  vee/"l  oodwall 


Summary  of  Coats  and 

Federal  Cost 
Mon-i'cdcral  Cost 
Total  Project  Cost 


Benefits  '‘■I 

$3,170,000 

620,0.00 

3,790,000 


Average  Annual  BeneritG 
Average  Annual  Cost3 
Mat  Benefits 


$  6 7 0,600 

34  5,  M0 
331,200 


Boneiit/Cost  Ratio 
*■ !  Based  on  February 
and  7-1/fl  percent 


1.96 

1900  price  level 
interest  rate 


Approximate  Cost 


Ro/v 


Present 


Final  Report 


Change 


Real  estate  $600,000  $1,500,000 

Interior  Flood  Control  400,000  300,000 

Price  Level  Increase 
Total  Met  Change 

Revised  Total  Project  Cost  *  $4,700,000 


$  + 900, 000 
-100,000 
+100,000 
$+900,000 


Apportionment  of  Cost 

Traditional  Cost 
Sharing 


President  Carter’s 
6  June  1970 
Proposed  Policy 


Present 

Federal  Cost 

$3,170,000 

$2, 

,  042 , 5C0 

Present 

Non-Fcderal  Cost 

620,000 

947,500 

.1  .'vised 

Federal  Cost 

1/ 

1/ 

3,200,000 

3, 

,  500,000 

Re  /isod 

Nun-Federal  C 

ost 

1,500,000 

1 

,200,000 

Approximate,  base 

:d  on 

proposed  cost  revisions. 

-/  pre 

aldent  Carter’ 

s  ca 

st-.siiar  i 

ng  policy  results  In  1. 

?3«  non-! 

'"tier  a  1 

wbe 

n  traditional 

non- 

■Federal 

costs  nro  high. 

o  ;u»y  i'loi 


..r.  .octet  ..  ocott 
:.e»  msk  jtaw  i.-«^iirt..ujriL  or 
oavtronrrenuai  Conservation 
6274  il .  Avon-Li.-ra  Tie  ad 
itvofl  |  41I  14414 


oiar  .  x,  ~c-tc: 

1,BU’ru'.t«  :tii>L-w-  iciiar  x  cay  ll?oi  an  ouCjoct:  review  or  nm  hraj.t  rinai 
.'‘caaiDillt /  .ieport  o«»d  oraft  -oviro  oriental  impact  otateneat  lor  the 
I  road  elicit  Creek.  aateraUed. 

*"«f  -•  -•  -rwy  dorp*  of  i.ujlaa«ra,  ouxxalo  oiaLrict  ruco0aixes  tne  hew  lor#, 
it  ace  ocpart-eat  of  x.avironocntai  Conaei  vauou* a  concerns  pertaining  to 
review  oi  the  iicport,  and  hereby  grant;)  an  extension  of  review  tine  to 
i5  May  i^'31. 

dir.csreiy, 


GtonCS  ?•  JOii-.G'J.. 

Colonel,  Cor pa  of  engineers 
L'istrict  on^iaecr 


A 


yi'l 

.iChCD-iM 

oCbLU-i1.. 


limit  h _ 

Bryniaraki 

Bennett _ 

Hacfherson 

i'itczyuekl 

ualloek/ 

Liddell _ 

rirauu _ 

Johnson 


NCULD-pr 


lircctcr 

Office  of  Federal  hepister 

National  Archives  and  Records  Service,  GSA 

washing  ton,  DC  2040 1< 


fear  Sir: 


enclosed  (or  pul  licet  ion  in  the  Federal  Register  arc  three  ( li )  copies 
of  a  Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  a  Draft  Lnvironiv.ental  Statement  ter 
Flood  Da:r.aj-e  Kc-duction  Keasures  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed, 
New  York* 

in  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulation?  on 
tne  National  Environmental  Protection  Act,  specifically  40  CFF  1501.7 
and  Corps  of  Enpineers  regulation  FP  200-2-1  this  notice  has  beer, 
suor.i.i tted  to  your  office  for  imrediate  publication  in  the  Federal 
kepis  ter . 


Sincerely, 


1  Inc  1  (trip)  THO.’iAS  R.  BRAl’I- 

as  stated  Lt  Col,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Deputy  District  Engineer 


„  CF: 

/  ncbed-pe 


Berkeley _ 

Bennett _ 

MacPherson 

Gilbert _ 

Hallock/ 

Liddell _ 

Braun  _ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

ifcgrfl  BUFFALO  DISTRICT,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

1  776  NIAGARA  STREET 
BUFFALO,  NEW  YORK  14207 

NCBED-PE  31  July  1980 


Mr.  Paul  Hamilton 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

100  Grange  Place 

Room  202 

Cortland,  NY  13045 


Dear  Mr.  Hamilton: 

This  letter  pertains  to  the  schedules  of  flood  control  studies  of  Irondequoit 
Creek  in  the  town  of  Penfield,  NY,  and  Limestone  Creek  in  the  towns  of 
Manlius  and  Pompey,  NY,  for  which  Mr.  Mark  Clough  is  the  U.  S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  representative. 

In  a  telephone  conversation  of  21  July  1980  with  Tod  Smith  of  the  Buffalo 
District  Environmental  Resources  Section,  Mr.  Clough  requested  a  30-day 
extension  to  complete  the  Draft  Coordination  Act  Report  for  Irondequoit 
Creek,  originally  scheduled  for  completion  on  1  August  1980.  Mutual  sche¬ 
duling  difficulties  were  further  discussed  in  a  22  July  1980  telephone  con¬ 
versation  and  a  new  completion  date  of  22  August  1980  was  established.  The 
Draft  Coordinatior  Act  Report  is  needed  by  our  office  for  incorporation  into 
an  appendix  of  the  Corps  Draft  Final  Feasibility  Report  which  is  scheduled 
for  completion  and  forwarding  to  the  Corps  North  Central  Division  office  for 
review  by  31  August  1980.  The  Final  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Coordination 
Act  Report  is  due  at  the  Buffalo  District  on  1  November  1980  as  scheduled. 

Enclosed  with  this  letter  are  the  most  recent  modifications  and  developments 
for  the  selected  Alternative  B  (Levee/Floodwall  alternative)  of  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Study. 

With  regard  to  the  Limestone  Creek  Flood  Control  Study;  due  to  numerous 
contracting,  scheduling,  and  funding  difficulties;  the  alternative  plans  for 
the  study  will  not  be  available  by  1  August  1980,  as  previously  scheduled. 

This  problem  was  discussed  in  the  21  July  80  telephone  conversation  with  Mark 
Clough.  The  study  status  is  presently  unsettled.  If  the  reservoir  alter¬ 
native  becomes  a  likely  solution,  the  study  may  have  to  be  incorporated  into 
the  current  Oswego  River  Basin  Study.  Alternatives  will  not  be  developed  until 
after  FY  8U. 


NCI'.:.!'— i.. 

Nr.  I',. 1  i  l  ton 

Therefore,  work  on  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  second  planning  .1  i  d  let 
(previously  scheduled  for  completion  by  15  September  1980)  cannot  be  ini 
tinted  until  the  Corps  alternatives  are  developed  and  sent  to  'ir.  Cl ouch 
new  date  for  completion  of  alternative  plans  will  hr-  scheduled  and  f orwa 
to  your  office,  at  which  time  a  re-vised  date  for  completion  of  the  so  con 
pl.inui::'  aid  letter  will  be  mutually  determined. 

Continued  close  coordination  with  your  office  and  the  buffalo  District  w 
be  ......  r.ed  in  these  matters. 

Si  nee  rely , 


1  1  -  c  1 


DONALD  M.  LIDDELL 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 


NCBED-PE 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
BUFFALO  DISTRICT,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1776  NIAGARA  STREET 
BUFFALO,  NEK  YORK  14207 


29  May  1980 


Mr.  Paul  Hamilton 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
100  Grange  Place 
Room  202 

Cortland,  NY  13045 


Dear  Mr.  Hamilton: 

This  letter  pertains  to  the  General  Investigation  flood  control  project  at 
Irondequoit  Creek  in  the  Town  of  Penfield,  New  York. 

Enclosed  is  the  existing  detailed  description  of  the  selected  alternative 
(Alternative  B  Modified  -  Levee/Floodwall) .  Preliminary  design  plates  of  the 
selected  alternative  have  also  been  sent  for  your  review.  Any  significant 
modifications  to  these  plans  will  be  forwarded  to  you  as  soon  as  possible. 

Alternative  A  -  Without  improvement  (No  Action)  and  Alternative  C  -  Channel/ 

Bern  were  also  investigated  in  Phase  III  planning.  Alternative  A  is  always 
investigated.  However,  it  would  not  meet  primary  planning  objectives.  Also, 
subsequent  foundations  and  materials  investigations  have  determined  that 
extensive  riprap  would  be  required  to  implement  Alternative  C.  This  plan  was 
therefore  eliminated  for  both  economic  and  environmental  reasons.  A  more 
detailed  Alternative  C  (similar  to  that  described  in  the  Preliminary  Feasibility 
Study)  is  being  developed  for  comparative  reasons.  This  description  will  be 
forwarded  by  June  30,  1980. 

These  descriptions  are  to  be  used  when  preparing  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination 
Act  Report,  the  draft  of  which  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  1  August  1980. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  us  if  additional  clarification  is  necessary. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES  E.  GILBERT 
Chief,  Planning  Branch 


Incl 

as  stated 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
BUFFALO  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1  776  NIAGARA  STREET 
BUFFALO.  NEW  YORK  14207 


NCBED-PN 


30  January  193V 


Enclosed  foe  your  review  is  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Final  Feasibility  Report 
(DFFK)  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  and  associated 
Appendices,  entitled  "Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  New  York." 

These  reports  have  been  combined  into  a  single  document  and  filed  with  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  be  reviewed  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  Procedures.  If  you  have  any  comments  on  the 
reports,  please  send  them  to  me  by  the  date  stamped  on  the  cover  page  of  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

During  the  first  week  of  March  1981,  an  information  package  will  be  sent  out 
informing  you  of  a  combined  public  meeting  and  Section  404  public  hearing  to 
be  held  at  the  end  of  April  1981. 

If  you  have  any  questions  pertaining  to  the  report,  call  Mr.  David  R. 
MacPIierson,  the  Study  Manager,  (716)  876-5454,  ext.  2245. 


i  Inc  l 
as  stated 


NCBED-PN 


5  June  1980 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  RECORD 

SUBJECT:  Informal  Workshop  Meeting  -  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek 


1.  Date:  4  May  1980,  10:00  a.m.  -  12:30  a.ra. 

Location:  Penfield  Town  Hall,  Penfield,  NY 
Participants : 

David  MacPherson  -  Planning  -  COE 
Anna  BandschUh  ~  Supervisor,  Penfield 
Charles  E.  Ackerman  -  Director  of  Public  Works 
Sidney  Lusk  -  Superintendent  of  Sanitary  Sewers 
Paul  M.  Rood  -  Director  of  Parks  &  Recreation 
Cynthia  Sommer  -  Monroe  County  Planning  Department 

2.  An  informal  workshop  meeting  was  held  to  discuss  the  selected  plan  for 
Irondequoit  Creek  which  is  to  provide  flood  damage  reduction  in  the  Panorama 
Plaza  area.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  inform  the  town  of  Penfield 
officials  of  the  latest  design  and  plans  to  be  proposed  in  the  Draft  Final 
Feasibility  Report. 

3.  David  MacPherson  handed  out  a  map  (Incl  1)  that  details  the  proposed 
improvements  of  the  selected  plan,  Alternative  B.  He  also  presented  a 
detailed  description  of  the  location,  size,  and  impacts  of  the  proposed 
imp  rovements • 

4.  The  following  major  concerns  and  questions  were  expressed  at  the  meeting: 

a.  Sid  Luck  -  Will  the  levees  cover  the  sewer  interceptor?  Yes,  in 
portions.  The  manholes  will  be  raised  for  maintenance  access.  The  manholes 
in  the  area  of  the  old  abandoned  pumpstation  would  have  to  be  waterproofed. 

b.  Anna  Bandschflh  -  Have  upstream  reservoirs  been  considered  to  reduce 
the  size  of  the  levees?  Upstream  reservoirs  would  have  insufficient  capacity 
to  have  a  significant  beneficial  impact.  The  cost  of  building  reservoirs 
would  far  outweigh  the  savings  in  lower  levee  heights. 

c.  Anna  Bandschtth  -  Could  vehicular  access  be  maintained  over  the  plaza 
extension  bridge?  It  would  be  too  costly  to  build  a  new  brig^  over  the  old 
bridge.  The  old  bridge  acts  as  a  needed  drop  structure  to  slow  erosive 
velocities.  The  use  of  the  old  bridge  could  create  a  potential  danger  to  the 
public  during  flood  periods. 


d.  Paul  M.  Rood  -  No  progress  has  been  made  on  developing  the  proposed 
park  behind  the  Plaza.  A  bike  trail  would  be  proposed  along  the  top  of  the 
levee.  An  easement  along  the  right  bank  near  the  quarry  is  being  obtained 
for  a  hike  and  bike  trail.  The  proposed  trail  in  the  plaza  area  would  aid  in 
connecting  Linear  Park  with  Ellison  Park. 

e.  Paul  M.  Rood  -  Dolomite  Construction  is  planning  on  building  an 
industrial  area  on  the  north  side  of  Allen  Creek.  Panorama  Creek  Road  would 
be  extended  across  Allen  Creek.  There  have  been  no  formal  plans  submitted  to 
date.  MacPherson  stated  that  floodplain  regulations  should  be  enforced  to 
prevent  development  in  the  floodplain. 

f.  Charles  Ackerman  -  Ponding  of  storm  water  occurs  in  the  vicinity  of 
Brookhill  Apartments  due  to  the  backup  of  storm  sewers.  MacPherson  stated 
that  this  will  be  relieved  when  the  internal  drainage  analysis  is  completed. 

g.  Charles  Ackerman  -  The  drainage  easement  at  the. quarry  lake  could  be 
obtained  now  because  the  construction  company  currently  has  a  permit  pending 
approval  for  facilities  expansion.  The  real  estate  office  will  contact  him. 
The  easement  would  be  beneficial  to  the  town  even  if  there  was  no  Federal 
project. 

5.  A  request  was  made  by  Ms.  Anna  BandschKh  that  an  informal  public  meeting 
be  set  up  for  the  business  owners  and  residents  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area 
before  the  report  is  sent  out  for  coordination  in  January  1981. 


TP-  77U  7%^ 

DAVID  R.  MACPHERSON 
Study  Manager 


NCBED-PN 


13  May  1980 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  RECORD 

SUBJECT:  Field  Trip  to  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek  -  Coordination 
Meeting 


Date:  8  May  1980  9:30  a.m.  -  1  p.m. 

Location:  Panorama  Plaza  Area,  Penfield,  NY 

Participants:  David  MacPherson  -  Eastern  Planning 
Philip  Frapwell  -  Environmental 
Jack  Cooper  -  NYSDEC 

Mark  Clough  -  USFWS 

1.  A  meeting  was  held  to  discuss  the  proposed  schemes  for  providing  flood 
damage  reduction  along  Allen  Creek.  Currently  high  stage  floodwater  overtops 
the  banks  of  Allen  Creek  and  the  existing  velocities  are  excessively  erosive. 
The  erosive  velocities  would  endanger  the  flood  control  structures  placed 
along  the  creek.  This  allowed  only  two  methods  of  solution:  (a)  To  allow 
existing  velocities  to  flow  through  the  channel  with  no  channelization. 
However,  to  prevent  serious  erosion  the  channel  bottom  and  side  slopes  would 
have  to  be  riprapped;  (b)  To  reduce  the  erosive  velocities  a  drop  structure 
would  have  to  be  installed  to  dissipate  the  energy.  The  velocities  would  be 
low  enough  downstream  to  negate  the  need  for  riprap.  Allen  Creek  would  have 
to  be  channelized  at  a  gradient  to  meet  the  bottom  of  the  drop.  These  two 
methods  of  solution  were  referred  to  by  H&H  and  Design  in  developing  the  four 
schemes  proposed  for  Allen  Creek. 

2.  At  the  field  trip.  Scheme  3  was  recommended  by  the  Corps.  A  friction 
channel  approximately  300  feet  long  with  a  7-foot  drop  would  be  constructed 
along  a  new  alignment.  The  remainder  of  the  channel  would  not  require  riprap 
due  to  the  lower  nonerosive  velocities.  Channelization  along  the  proposed 
alignment  would  meet  the  gradient  at  the  bottom  of  the  drop. 

3.  The  following  concerns  were  expressed  by  DEC  and  FWS. 

a.  Both  Cooper  and  Clough  could  not  understand  the  need  to  channelize  a 
new  alignment  and  not  use  the  present  alignment. 

b.  Channelization  should  be  avoided  if  practical. 

c.  Riprap  usage  should  be  reduced. 

d.  A  drop  structure  over  3  feet^lrould  be  unacceptable  for  fish  runs. 

e.  A  Bteep  grade  friction  channel  may  have  excessive  velocities  that 
would  be  unacceptable  for  fish  runs. 


NCBED-PN 

SUBJECT:  Field  Trip  to  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek  -  Coordination 
Meeting 

f.  A  low  flow  channel  should  be  used*  The  design  should  reduce  sediment 
settlement  into  the  low  flow  channel* 

g.  What  would  be  done  to  prevent  settling  of  sediment  at  the  bottom  of 
the  drop  structure  or  at  the  end  of  the  friction  channel. 

h.  The  pools  and  riffle  areas  should  not  be  eliminated  without  providing 
new  fish  habitat. 

4.  The  recommendation  of  Jack  Cooper  and  Mark  Clough  at  the  field  trip  was 
to  provide  two  or  more  3-foot  drop  structures,  or  one  3-foot  drop  structure 
with  a  section  of  friction  channel.  The  upstream  creek  alignment  could  be 
straightened  at  the  existing  curve.  The  remainder  of  the  channelization 
should  be  aligned  along  the  existing  meandering  channel  rather  than  along  a 
straight  alignment.  A  low  flow  channel  should  be  incorporated  in  the  design 
to  allow  fish  migration. 

5.  Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  field  trip  memorandum  from  Environmental 
Section  (Incl  1).  DEC  and  FWS  will  send  a  letter  next  week  detailing  their 
recommendations . 


1  Incl 
as 


DAVID  R.  MacPHERSON 
Study  Manager 
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People  in  Penfield  are  looking  forward  to  the  annual  Pen- 
field  Hotary  Show  to  be  held  March  7,  Sand  9.  Entitled  "The 
Beat  Goee  On,”  the  show  trill  be  accompanied  by  the  Rotary 
Band. 

Rotary  International  is  celebrating  its  75th  Anniversary 
this  month.  The  90  member  Penfield  C lob  was  founded  in  1948. 
Us  largest  project  is  the  support  of  Camp  H  aocamo,  a  camp  for 
handicapped  children,  located  behind  Panorama  Plaza. 

Show  director  is  Bill  Pethick,  and  assistant  director  is 
Coundlwoman  Jo  Ponte. 

At  the  request  of  Raymond  L.  Keefe,  County  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Physical  Service*,  I  have  nominated  three  persons  to 
serve  on  a  community  liaison  committee  for  the  Monroe 
County  Project  to  construct  a  new  bridge  over  lrondequoit 
Creek  and  to  nahgn  the  Linden  Avenue,  Whitney  Road,  Bluff 
Drive  and  Five  Mile  Una  Road  intersection.  They  are  Mark 
Myers,  a  resident  of  the  area.  Councilman  John  Nolan  who  is 
the  Town  Board’s  Pablic  Safety  Committee  Chairman,  and 
Planning  Board  member  Gary  Byers,  who  chairs  the  Trans¬ 
portation  Subcommittee. 

County  economic  development  activities  are  being  coor¬ 
dinated  through  the  County  Manager’s  Office.  At  the  request 
of  Manager  Lucien  A.  Morin,  1  have  asked  Councilman  Donald 
Milton  to  serve  as  Panfield’s  liaison  with  the  county  for 
economic  development  activities 

I  am  pleased  to  have  been  appointed  tothe  Monroe  County 
Water  Quality  Management  Committee.  The  committee  will 
serve  as  the  public  partidpatirn  advisory  group  for  two  county 
stadias:  Bte  Industrial  Ws»>  Pre-treatment  Study  and  the 
lrondequoit  Basin  Urban  Runoff  Study  .  The  latter  project  will 
address  the  problem  of  urban  runoff  and  its  impact  on  Ironde- 
meet  Crash  end  it*  tributaries,  and  thus  is  of  significant  con 
wrtfto  our  town. 
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22  February  1980 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  RECORD 

SUBJECT:  Environmental  Coordination  Meeting  -  I|K>ndequoit  Creek  Stage  3 
Studies 


Date  -  20  February  1980  -  1  p.m. 

Location  -  USF&WS  Office  -  Cortland,  NY 

Participants  -  David  MacPherson  -  Corps  of  Engineers 
Philip  Frapwell  -  Corps  of  Engineers 
Tod  Smith  -  Corps  of  Engineers 

Richard  Lewis  -  Corps  of  Engineers 
Jack  Cooper  -  NYSDEC 

Paul  Hamilton  -  USF&WS 

Bill  Gill  -  USF&WS 

Mark  Clough  -  USF&WS 

1.  David  MacPherson  opened  the  meeting  with  a  slide  presentation  and  a 
description  of  the  existing  conditions  along  Irondequoit  Creek  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area  of  Penfield,  NY.  The  two  proposed  plans  for  the  flood 
damage  reductions  were  presented,  Alternative  B  -  Levee/Floodwall  and 
Alternative  C  -  Channelization/Berms.  It  was  explained  that  the  discharges 
are  being  revised  and  lowered  by  the  H&H  Section.  The  lowering  of  the 
discharges  could  reduce  damages  and  benefits  which  could  result  in  a  lower 
B/C  ratio  for  both  alternatives.  This  action  could  make  Alternative  B  econo¬ 
mically  unjustified.  The  Corps  requested  an  elevation  of  Alternative  C  by 
USF&WS  and  NYSDEC  representatives.  Paul  Hamilton  stated  that  they  would  not 
support  channelization  if  another  justified  alternative  was  available.  Jack 
Cooper  agreed  with  USF&WS' s  stand  on  the  issue  of  channelization. 

2.  Channelization  would  be  acceptable  under  the  following  conditions. 

a.  If  it  is  the  only  feasible  solution  for  flood  damage  reduction  in  a 
particular  reach. 

b-  A  low  flow  channel  is  maintained  for  fish  migration  designed  on  an 
average  10-year  low  flow. 

c.  The  low  flow  channel  should  remain  along  the  tree  line  for  shade 
cover  to  prevent  temperature  Increases  in  the  stream. 

d  Channelization  should  be  coordinated  with  NYSDEC  to  determine  which 
banks  should  be  cut.  Both  banks  should  not  be  removed  in  a  particular  reach. 


NCBED-PN 

SUBJECT:  Environmental  Coordination  Meeting  -  Inondequoit  Creek.  Stage  3 
Studies 

e.  Leaves,  berms,  or  floodwalls  should  be  set  behind  the  tree  line. 
Their  installation  may  reduce  the  amount  of  channnelization  necessary. 

3.  The  left  bank  along  Irondequoit  Creek  between  the  Genesee  Conservation 
League  and  the  Quarry  Lake  is  approximately  3  feet  above  the  Creek's  normal 
water  surface.  During  high  stages  the  water  overtops  the  bank  and  flows  into 
the  lake.  According  to  Jack  Cooper,  the  quarry  construction  company  had 
reinforced  the  bank  to  prevent  erosion.  The  last  field  trip  had  indicated 
poured  concrete  on  the  ground.  NYSDEC  also  requested  that  a  wier  could  be 
installed  to  regulate  the  overflow.  This  overflow  may  reduce  the  flood  sta¬ 
ges  in  this  reach  and  eliminate  or  reduce  the  amount  of  channelization  or 
levee  height  required. 

4.  Phil  Frapwell  stated  that  the  results  of  the  fall  sampling  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  had  not  arrived  to  date.  A  telephone  conversation  with  the 
Contractor  indicated  the  project  reaches  were  not  valuable  for  fish  spawning 
but  had  some  value  for  fish  feeding.  The  reach  between  the  Rt  441  Bridge 
and  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  has  several  ripple  areas  valuable  for  feeding. 
The  remainder  of  the  project  reach  has  slow  moving  water  and  is  valuable  only 
as  a  resting  area  for  any  fish  migration  upstream. 

5.  Enclosed  is  the  alternative  proposed  by  USF&WS  and  NYSDEC,  which  is  a 
combination  and  alteration  of  Alternatives  B  and  C. 

6.  Attached  to  this  summary  are  comments  from  the  Environmental  Section  on 
the  conclusions  presented  at  the  meeting. 


2  Incl  DAVID  R.  MACPHERSON 

as  Study  Manager 
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20  February  1980 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  RECORD 

SUBJECT:  Meeting  with  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  USF&WS  and  New  York  State 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  concerning 
Irondequoit  Creek. 


1.  USF&WS  &  NYSDEC  presented  their  views  as  to  what  modifications  and  alter¬ 
natives  should  be  investigated  to  help  relieve  the  flooding  problem  on 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  also  reduce  the  impact  on  existing  natural  resources. 
The  following  is  a  summary  of  suggestions  brought  to  COD  attention: 

a.  Investigation  should  be  made  to  determine  if  a  high-flow  diversion 
channel  could  be  constructed  thru  Quarry  Lake.  This  would  involve  installing 
an  entrance  and  exit  channel  for  high  discnarges,  so  as  not  to  significantly 
change  the  quarry  water  level,  but  would  possibly  allow  less  back  water 
effect  on  the  creek. 

b.  A  suggestion  was  made  to  review  alternative  G  (nonstructural)  and 
determine  if  any  combination  of  non-structural  plans  could  be  utilized  to 
reduce  damages  (see  Attachment  1). 

c.  Fish  &  Wildlife  &  NYSDEC  both  favored  the  Levee/Floodwall  Plan 
because  it  is  less  damaging  to  the  environment  than  the  Channel/Berm  Plan. 

The  project  manager  indicated  the  Levee/Floodwall  Plan  may  have  a  B/C  ratio 
less  than  one  due  to  revised  flow  data  and  new  damage  estimates  USF&WS  & 
NYSDEC  then  suggested  certain  modifications  to  the  existing  alternatives  to 
improve  the  B/C  ratio  while  minimizing  channelization. 

These  suggestions  NYSDEC  &  USF&WS  were  based  on  the  premise  that  the 
further  the  flood  control  structures  are  placed  from  the  creek  bank,  the 
smaller  the  structures  required,  because  the  flood  plain  can  be  used  more 
effectively.  Reducing  the  size  of  the  structures  can  reduce  project  costs. 
NYSDEC  &  USF&WS  suggested  that  berms  replace  some  levees  and  increase  the 
utilization  of  the  flood  plain.  This  may  reduce  the  height  of  floodwalls, 
which  are  expensive  to  construct. 

The  following  modifications,  suggested  at  the  meeting  are  shown  on 
the  attached  map,  and  are  outlined  as  follows: 

(1)  Set  back  levees  to  open  corridor  between  Rt  441  &  Panorama  Bridge; 
no  channelization  in  this  Rt  441  stretch  at  all. 

(2)  Panorama  Bridge  to  Penfield  Road  Bridge  -  install  berms  on  east 
bank  surrounding  proposed  recreation  fields.  This  would  increase  the  area 
for  overbank  flooding  which  would  probably  cause  only  minor  damage  to  the 
environment.  This  may  reduce  the  height  of  the  floodwalls  on  the  west  bank. 


NCBED-PE 

SUBJECT:  Meeting  with  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (USF&WS)  and  New  York 

State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  concerning 
Irondequoit  Creek. 

(3)  Investigate  the  potential  for  modifying  the  confluence  of  Allen  and 
Irondequoit  Creeks.  This  may  involve  a  slight  straightening  of  Allen  Creek 
to  allow  for  less  restrictive  flows  into  Irondequoit  Creek. 

(4)  The  area  from  Allen  Creek  to  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge  was  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  the  only  area  acceptable  for  some  channelization. 

Channelization  would  only  be  considered  after  all  these  other  modifications 
were  looked  at  separately  or  in  combinations  thereof.  Channelization  would 
necessitate  more  detailed  site  specific  investigation  by  both  the  USF&WS  & 
NYSDEC. 

(5)  Consideration  by  COE  to  lower  the  project  to  the  100-year  flood 
protection  level. 

2.  USF&WS  &  NYSDEC  were  opposed  to  channelization  for  the  following  reasons: 

a.  Channelization  could  cause  increased  temperatures  in  the  creek. 

This  may  cause  a  temperature  barrier  to  be  formed,  preventing  fish 
migrations . 

b.  Existing  riparian  vegetation  (overhanging  shade  trees  &  shrubs) 
would  be  destroyed. 

c.  Channelization  could  cause  detrimental  low  water  depths  to  develop 
in  the  creek  during  seasonal  low  flow  periods. 

d.  NYSDEC  indicated  that  there  is  a  probability  that  the  project  area 
is  used  by  salmonid  smolts  (juvenile  fish)  and,  that  this  habitat  could  be 
reduced  in  usefulness  to  smolts  If  existing  conditions  are  altered  by  chan¬ 
nelization. 

3.  NYSDEC  suggested  the  following  modifications  if  channelization  had  to  be 
implemented : 

a.  Construct  log-cribs  to  allow  for  overhanging  banks. 

b.  Alternate  channelization  to  the  creek  banks. 

c.  Use  average  10-year  low-flow  data  and,  don't  channelize  or  disturb 
the  creek  bottom  below  this  water  level. 


^\/  /  /  77\ 


/rrzZ7 


remove  channel  banks 
above  low  flow 


7 


7 

e 

bottom 


-year  low-flow  level 
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SUBJECT:  Meeting  with  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (USF&WS)  and  New  York 

State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  concerning 
Irondequoit  Creek. 

4.  The  projected  futures  of  the  creek  were  presented  by  NYSDEC. 

a.  Water  quality  is  expected  to  increase  due  to  new  sewer  lines  &  town 
ordinances • 

b.  Existing  wildlife  habitat  &  riparian  vegetation  will  increase  in 
importance  due  to  increased  development  in  the  area. 

c.  The  fisheries  in  the  area  are  expected  to  improve  with  increasing 
water  quality.  The  creek  will  not  continue  to  be  stocked  with  either  brown 
or  rainbow  trout  in  the  near  future.  NYSDEC  is  waiting  to  see  if  existing 
populations  will  expand  their  range  and  increase  in  numbers  naturally. 

5.  Opinions  of  NYSDEC  &  USF&WS  are  that  these  alternatives  or  combinations 
thereof  should  be  investigated  to  the  fullest  extent,  before  channelization 
is  considered  as  a  flood  relief  measure. 


1  Incl  LEONARD  BRYNIARSKI 
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TELEPHONE  OR  VERBAL  CONVERSATION  RECORD 

For  u»»  of  this  form,  •••  AR  340-15;  Hi#  proponent  ogoncy  Is  Tho  Adjutont  Gsnsrol*s  OHlco. 

DATE 

12  May  1980 

IUBJ£CT  OF  CONVtRJATION 

Comments  of  the  Interageny  Archaeological  Service  on  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Cultural 
Resources  Report  bv  Francis  J.Clune 

INCOMING  CALL 

PERSON  CALLING 

AOORESS 

PHONE  NUMBER  ANO  EXTENSION 

PERSON  CALLED 

OFFICE 

PHONE  NUMBER  ANO  EXTENSION 

|  OUTGOING  CALL 

PERSON  CALLING 

Richard  H. Lewis 

OFFICE 

NCBED-PE 

phone  number  and  extension 

FTS  ^73-2175 

PERSON  CALLED 

James  W. Thomson 

ADDRESS 

IAS-Atlanta 

PHONE  NUMBER  ANO  EXTENSION 

FTS  221-2633 

SUMMARY  OF  CONVERSATION 

Mr.  Thomson  was  called  regarding  the  9May  1980  letter  from  the  IAS-Atlanta  Office 
regarding  the  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  Irondeauoit  Creek  prepared  for  the  Buffalo 
District  by  Francis  J.Clune.  He  was  informed  that  we  agreed  that  the  quality  of  the 
report  was  questionable .however  additional  feild  work, performed  by  the  District  Staff 
and  coordination  of  this  work  with  the  New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
had  confirmed  the  findings  of  the  report.  Mr.  Thomson  agreed  that  if  the  SHPO  had 
accepted  the  findings  of  the  report  that  IAS  would  be  agreeable  to  accepting  it  also. 

Mr.  Thomson  was  then  requested  to  review  the  entire  coordination  proceedure  and  to 
make  any  additional  comments  that  were  necessary  when  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  was  circulated  for  comment. 

Richard  H. Lewis 

Archaeologist 

Environmental  Resources  Section 

1 
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HEPLACEJ  EDITION  OF  1  FEB  M  WHICH  WH.U  BE  USED. 


ft  U.S.  GPO  \  974-  bftO-839  'HI  2S 
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15  February  1930 


Ceneaee  Conservation  League  fa'*rr<- 

Old  Penfleld  Road  tgrT  X  c-> 

Penfleld,  NY  14526  /Wr  '.{,*</*/  +*rs  * 

G-Unii*r  L  r  r 

ZZO  y*rX<«f 

A  >c  /v*  *r  f  .fir  <  •//'  • 

Gentlemen: 

A?  you  know,  we  are  currently  studying  the  feasibility  of  construct  in?  a 
Federal  project  to  reduce  flood  daaay.es  In  the  Panorama  Plaxa  reach  of 
Irondequoit  Creek.  During  a  prior  public  meeting  held  in  Aur.ust  197!,', 
several  members  of  vour  club  expressed  a  need  for  flood  protection  of  the 
Genesee  Conservation  League’s  property. 

To  assist  our  Investigation,  please  answer  the  following  questions  to  the 
best  of  your  knowledge  and  return  the  answers  to  our  office. 

1.  During  the  past  20  years,  when  did  you  experience  the  most  extensive 
flooding?  Marl  the  flooding  Units  on  the  enclosed  map. 

2.  What  has  been  the  approximate  dollar  amount  of  damage  incurred  durin* 
each  flood  event? 

3.  What  has  been  the  extent  of  the  flood  damage?  (Type  and  location.) 

4.  Do  you  experience  yearly  flooding? 

5.  How  many  members  ere  actively  enrolled  in  the  Genesee  Conservation 
League? 


6.  Are  there  arv  plans  for  future  changes  to  your  facility? 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation.  If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this 
study,  please  contact  Mr.  David  MacPherson,  Study  Manager,  (716)  A76-5454, 
extension  2245. 


Sincerely, 


1  Incl 

as  stated 
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CHARLF.S  H.  GILBERT 
Chief,  Planning  Branch 


MacPherson 

Kelly _ ] 

Gilbert 
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31  M.r.rch  1°- 


'  r.  iiavid  V.  Curtis 
Planning  and  Zoning  Officer 
Total  of  Penficld 
3 ICC'  Atlantic  Avenue 
Pen  field,  NY  145.2** 


Ce n r  hr.  Curtis' 

In  roiervneo  to  your  litter  dated  2*  .'arc!'.  IS.hU,  I  wish-  tc  tbar.V  you  fr.t 
advising  i  e  of  the  application  of  Jar.cs  Welch  Assoc,  for  <,wt ! orient  of  a 
shop; i ng  glara  at  lanora-a  Trail  South  an'  Koutt  ^41. 

I  ii  do  not  have-  any  advere<  cor- ones  regarding  this  promote  J  development, 
developers  have  utilised  flood  flair  nauavement  tech.nl  nuns  oficctlv.  ly. 
proposed  dcvclopr.et.r  is  located  in  an  area  that  has  topography  t'.o 

Standard  Project  Flood  stage  elevation.  Also,  the-  excessive  internal 
drainage  flow  Induced  by  the  development  is  proposed  tc  V  retain,1  u  a 
retention  basin  and  released  at  n  controlled  rate. 

The  proposed  development  should  nave  no  Inpact  upon  the  Corps  irvosti  "st  i  r>: 
or  upon  downstream  flee-'  plains. 

Thanh  you  for  Weeping  us  Informed  of  net."  developments  within  the  Irmi-'f  iu'- 
Creo!  Waters!,  ci  that  could  impact  upon  our  current  feast  Ml  i  tv  etc!”. 

Sincerely, 


CliA'fLI?  F.  ClLHrhT 
Chief,  Planning  Eraneh 
CF: 

i/NCBED-PN  MaePherson 

Kelly  _ 

Gilbert 
Hal lock/Liddell 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
BUFFALO  DISTRICT,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1776  NIAGARA  STREET 
BUFFALO,  NEW  YORK  14207 
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12  Juno  1980 


Mr.  Paul  Hamilton 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
100  Grange  Place,  Room  202 
Cortland,  NY  13045 


Dear  Mr.  Hamilton: 

This  letter  pertains  to  the  General  Investigation  study  of  the  flood  damage 
reduction  project  at  Irondequoit  Creek  in  the  town  of  Penfield,  New  York. 

Enclosed  is  a  detailed  description  of  the  Alternative  C  -  Channel/Berra  plan, 
for  your  use,  in  accordance  with  a  previous  letter  dated  29  May  1980. 
Preliminary  Corps  studies  (Stage  I  &  II)  had  identified  Alternative  C  as  the 
National  Economic  Development  Plan  (NED).  Subsequent  soils  investigations 
however,  have  determined  that  substantial  erosion  protection  measures  would 
be  required  to  implement  this  plan,  thereby  significantly  increasing  the  cost 
of  its  construction.  This  plan  has  been  eliminated  early  in  Stage  III 
planning  for  both  economic  and  environmental  reasons,  but  has  been  further 
developed  through  Stage  III  planning  primarily  for  comparative  reasons. 

This  alternative  (description)  is  to  be  included  in  preparing  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report,  the  draft  of  which  is  scheduled  for  comple¬ 
tion  by  1  August  1980. 


Sincerely, 


1  Incl 
as  stated 


CHARLES  E.  GILBERT 
Chief,  Planning  Branch 
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Meeting  with  USFVS  &  NYSDEC  in  Cortland,  NY  on 
Irondequoit  Creek 


Phil  Frapwell 
Tod  Smith 
Rich  Lewis 


25  Feb.  80 


1.  Existing  alternative  plans  were  discussed  with  the  above  mentioned  Federal  & 
State  agencies  on  20  Feb.  80.  Present  from  COE  v.’ere  Mssrs.  Frapwell,  Smith, 
Lewis  and  MacPherson.  The  meeting  was  held  at  the  Cortland,  NY  FWS  office. 

2.  Attached  is  a  narrative  together  with  maps  depicting  suggested  modifications 
brought  to  COE  attention  during  that  meeting,  based  on  the  alternatives  presented 

3-  This  memo  is  provided  as  a  planning  aid  for  consideration  by  the  project  manager 
in  formulating  alternatives  in  EQ  planning.  6 
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REPLACES  DO  FORM  9*.  WHICH  IS  OBSOLETE. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 


NOTICE  OF  INTENT 

To  prepare  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  a  flood  control 
project  located  along  Irondequoit  Creek,  Monroe  County,  NY. 

Agency:  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Buffalo  District,  DOD. 

Acrion:  Notice  of  Intent  to  prepare  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

(DEIS) . 

Proposed  Action:  The  proposed  action  would  provide  necessary  flood  damage 
reduction  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  bordering  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Nor.st  ructural  measures  would  also  be  considered  for  reducing  flood  damage 
throughout  the  watershed. 

Alternatives  Considered:  The  following  alternatives  for  flood  relief  are 
being  considered. 

a.  Alternative  A  is  a  plan  of  no  action.  Under  this  alternative, 
flooding  problems  would  continue  to  exist. 

b.  Alternative  3  would  provide  flood  damage  reduction  for  the  Panorama 
Plaza  area  through  a  combination  of  levees  and  floodwalls.  Structural 
measures  would  be  built  along  approximately  4,300  feet  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
as  well  as  1,000  feet  of  a  major  tributary,  Allen  Creek.  In  addition,  two 
little-used  bridges  would  be  removed. 

c.  Alternative  C,  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area,  utilizes  both  channel  and 


berm  improvements.  Approximately  9,000  feet  of  Irondequoit  Creek  would  be 


widened  and  deepened  while  berms  would  be  constructed  parallel  to  approxi¬ 
mately  4,300  feet  of  the  creek  to  protect  Panorama  Plaza  and  a  small  factory 
complex.  In  addition,  two  little-used  bridges  would  be  removed. 

d.  Alternative  D  is  an  attempt  to  reduce  flooding  problems  through  a 
basin  wide  management  plan.  Konst  rue tural  measures  which  could  be  incor¬ 
porated  in  this  plan  include  flood  warning,  floodproofing,  evacuation,  flood 
insurance,  and  flood  plain  regulations. 

Public  Involvement:  A  public  meeting  to  discuss  the  issues  at  hand  was  held 
on  21  August  1979.  No  objections  to  any  specific  elements  of  the  study  were 
raised.  Public  coordination  will  be  maintained  throughout  the  future 
pl'.nning  of  the  study  by  holding  study  workshops  and  public  meetings. 

Issues:  Significant  issues  to  be  analyzed  in  the  DEIS  will  include  a  deter¬ 

mination  of  the  extent,  in  degree  and  kind,  to  which  the  Selected  Plan  and 
any  reasonable  alternatives  might  positively  or  negatively  impact  upon  the 
human  and  natural  environments,  to  include  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  areas, 
plants,  water  quality,  aesthetic  quality  of  the  area,  cultural  resources,  an 
the  equitable  distribution  and  stability  of  income. 

Scoping:  The  scoping  of  significant  issues  has  been  an  on  going  process 

which  has  involved  meetings  with  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the 
New  York  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation.  After  the  conclusion  of 
planned  environmental  studies  of  the  project  area,  future  meetings  will  be 
scheduled. 

Availability:  This  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  be  made 
available  to  the  public  on  or  about  31  December  1980. 


Address:  Qiestions  about  the  proposed  action  and  DEIS  can  be  answered  by 
Philip  E.  BeiKeley,  U.  S.  Array  Engineer  District,  Buffalo,  1776  Niagara 
Street,  Buffalo,  NY  14207,  (7  16)  876-5454. 


Dated: 


THOMAS  R.  BRAUN 

Lt  Col,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Deputy  District  Engineer 


•»  . *  jwaaa «****»&■•■*'  • 


NCBED-PN 


28  November  1979 


Mr .  Sid  Lusk 
l '.iter  Department 
Town  of  Penfield 
31 OP  Atlantic  Avenue 
Penfield,  NY  14526 


Dear  Mr.  LusV. : 

On  23  November  1979,  Mr.  David  MacPherson  of  our  Planning  Branch  con¬ 
tacted  you  with  regard  to  the  status  of  the  abandoned  treatment  plant 
buildings  along  Irondequoit  Creek  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area. 

The  Buffalo  District  Corps  of  Engineers  is  currently  investigating 
the  feasibility  of  providing  flood-damage  reduction  measures  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed.  With 
construction  of  any  of  the  considered  structural  alternatives, 
natural  drainage  to  Irondequoit  Creek  would  be  either  hindered  or 
obstructed  completely.  The  amount  of  land  needing  to  be  drained 
would  be  approximately  744  acres.  The  internal  drainage  would  be 
collected  by  dltchea  along  the  backside  (aide  away  from  the  creek)  of 
the  considered  berm,  levee,  or  floodwall,  paralleling  the  creek.  A 
collection  point  would  be  located  in  the  vicinity  of  the  abandoned 
treatment  plant.  The  buildings  could  be  used  to  houBe  pumps  that 
would  be  used  to  convey  the  storm  water  over  or  through  the  improve¬ 
ment  into  the  creek. 

It  is  requested  that  the  abandoned  treatment  plant  buildings  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area  be  preserved  by  the  town  of  Penfield.  The  uae  of 
the  structures  in  the  future  would  lower  the  total  first  coat  of  the 
project. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance.  Please  Inform  us  of  the  Town  Board's 
decision  In  this  matter. 


Sincerely, 


IS 


CF: 
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KENNETH  R.  HALLOCK 

Acting  Chief,  Engineering  Division 

MacPherson 

Kelly _ | 

Gilbert 

Hallock 


CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 


PENF1ED 

POST-REPUBLICAN 

Pllword,  N.Y. 


.  ~7)*-y<  /X-W,  -  A- 


•UFFAlO  DISTRICT 


aug- 23-79 

New  Flood  Ordinance  Proposed  in  Pen  field 


\J  i  V' 

A  public  hearing  on  a  pro¬ 
posed  floodplain  ordinance  for 
the  I  own  of  PenfieTd  wHI  be 
held  in  town  hall  Monday. 
Sept.  17. 

The  proposed  ordinance 
would  give  the  planning  board 
the  authority  to  grant  a  flood- 
plain  permit  after  a  public 
hearing 

I  he  town  board,  either  in 
dit  idually  or  as  a  body .  would 
hast  ample  opportunity  to 
send  comments  of  recommen 
dations  to  the  planning  board, 
and  any  questions  of  policy 
would  be  referred  to  it  by  the 
planning  board  prior  to  mak 
ing  a  decision  under  the  or¬ 
dinance 

This  proposed  procedure 
would  remove  much  of  the 
presen!  duplication  of  effort  on 
the  pari  of.  boards  staff,  and 
applicants.’  council  woman 
Anna  Bundschuh  said 

1  he  floodplain  ordinance 
particularly  affects  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area.”  Mrs. 
Bundschuh  says,  "because  of 
the  already  intensive  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  area  and  its 
vulnerability  to  flood  damage 
The  board  has  discussed  alter¬ 
natives  such  as  no  new 


development  within  the  500- 
year  flood  zone,  but  believes 
that  it  is  reasonable  to  be  most 
restrictive  in  the  floodway 
where  development  would  be 
prohibited,  and  less  restrictive 
as  distance  from  the  flood  way 
-increases."  she  said. 

’The  intent  of  having  a 
floodplain  ordinance  is  not  on¬ 
ly  to  enable  Penfield  property 
owners  to  continue  to  qualify 
for  flood  insurance,  but  to 
reduce  flood  damage  by  setting 
standards  for  construction 
such  as  flood  proofing,  siting 
buildings  so  as  to  offer  the 
minimum  obstruction  to  the 
flow  of  waters,  etc.,".  Mrs. 
Bundschuh  continued. 

Copies  of  the  proposed  or¬ 
dinance  will  be  available  from 
the  town  clerk  s  office  by  the 
end  of  August. 

The  town  board  decided  in 
|une  of  this  year,  after  a  series 
of  public  information  meetings 
on  the  new  proposed  zoning 
ordinacne.  that  it  would 
review  and  bring  to  public 
hearing  individual  segments  of 
the  ordinance.  The  floodplain 


ordinance  is  the  first  segment 
Mrs  -Bundschuh  said  the 
town  board  has  reviewed  the 
wetlands  section  of  the  propos¬ 
ed  zoning  ordinance 

"fhis  segment  is  not  ready 
for  hearing  or  adoption 
because  towns  are  not 
authorized  to  administer  a 
wetlands  ordinance  until  final 
wetlands  maps  have  been  filed 
by  the  Department  of  Eh 
vironmental  Conservation  Fil¬ 
ing  of  these  maps  needs  to  be 
preceded  by  state  legislative 
action  on  sections  of  the  New 
York  State  Wetlands  Law  deal¬ 
ing  with  classification  and  pro¬ 
cedural  regulations."  Mrs. 
Bundschuh  said 

Additional  sections  of  the 
new  Penfield  zoning  ordinance 
will  be  scheduled  for  public 
hearing  prior  to  the  end  of  the 
year.  Mrs  Bundschuh  said 
The  town  board  is  being 
assisted  in  its  ordinance  review 
by  Alan  Bernstein  planning 
board  chairman:  Beth  Gibson 
zoning  board  chairman:  Paul 
Johnson.  Monroe  Cunty  Plan¬ 
ning  -Dept  consultant:  and 
David  Curtis  clerk  to  the  plan 
ning  and  zoning  boards 


X  7l^  Pi 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 


CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 


PUBLIC  HEARING 
I RON DEQUOI T  CREEK  WATERSHED 

7:30  P .M. 

Tuesday,  August  21,  1979 

Penfield  High  School 
High  School  Drive 
Penfield,  New  York 


APPEARANCES:  LT.  COLONEL  i’FDMAS  BRAUN 

Corps  of  Engineers 
Department  c '  Army 
U .  S.  Arrav  District  Deputy 
Engirieer 

17  76  Niagar**  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  142C7 


(V.JW.  ^bcott  & 1 

REGISTERED  PROFESSIONAL  REPORTERS 

1476  DAVENPORT  AVE 
CLEVELAND.  OHIO 
(216)  621-1004 


1 

1  AD-A115  849  CORPS  Of  ENGINEERS  BUFFALO  NY  BUFFALO  DISTRICT  F/8  13/2 

1  IRONDEOUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED  NEW  YORK*  FINAL  FEASIBILITY  REPORT  — ETCIU) 

MAR  82 

fi  UNCLASSIFIED  NL 

l 

i 

»r,0 

1  ■  ■ 

I 

l  -r 

fi  l 

•si 

tiHH 

■■ 

■■ 

■r 

hhi 

■■■1 

n 

■ _ _ _ 

PANEL 


MR.  CHARLES  GILBERT 

Chief  of  the  Planning  Branch 

MR.  DANIEL  KELLY 

Chief  of  the  Eastern  Basin  of  the  Planning 
Branch 


MR.  DAVID  MacPHERSON 
Study  Manager 


MR.  LARRY  SHERMAN 
Hydraulics  Section 


MR.  PHILIP  BERKELEY 
Environmental  Section 


MR.  RICHARD  BROUSSARD 
Public  Affairs  Office 
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ATTENDEES 

CONSTANTINE  N.  TONIAS 
Erdnan,  Anthony,  Associates 
242  Andrews  Street 
Rochester,  New  York 

MARGARET  HESSION 
Penfield  Planning  Board 

30  Phaeton  Drive 
Penfield,  New  York 

ALLAN  R.  DONK 

Perington  Conservation  Board 
1818  Tera  Hill  Road 
Fairport,  New  York 

JOHN  J.  NOLAN 

31  Aspen  Drive 
Rochester,  New  York 

DEMETRIOS  E.  TONIAS 
7172  Lane  Road 
Victor,  New  York 

GEORGE  B.  GARDNER 

Brighton  Planning  Board,  Chairman 
426  Clover  Hills  Drive 
Rochester,  New  York 

PETER  D.  HUDAK 

Henrietta  Engineering  Department 
475  Calkins  Road 
Rochester,  New  York 

LYNNE  PIKE 

Monroe  County  Department  of  Public  Works 
350  East  Henrietta  Road 
Rochester,  New  York 

JOSEPH  L.  CARR 
Hershey  Malone  &  Associates 
2480  Browncraft  Boulevard 
Rochester,  New  York 


FRANK  J.  KELLER 

New  York  State,  D.E.C 

Avon,  New  York 


ATTENDEES 


(Cont ' d) 


RICHARD  0.  WILES 
2300  Elmwood  Avenue 
Brighton,  New  York 

IRENE  GOSSIN 
17  Parkview  Drive 
Rochester,  New  York 

ANNA  BUNDSCHUH 
Councilman  of  Penfield 
40  Cobbles  Drive 
Penfield,  New  York 

DONALD  S.  MILTON 
Councilman  of  Penfield 
2414  Browncraft  Road 
Rochester,  New  York 

WAYNE  HARRIS 

Genesee  Conservation  League 
220  Powers  Building 
Rochester,  New  York 

WILLIAM  C.  HUTCHINSON 
Monroe  County  Conservation  Council 
7755  Main  Street 
Fishers,  New  York 

WILFRED  J.  LINDNER 
Genesee  Conservation  League 
109  Edgeland  Street 
Rochester,  New  York 

GREG  LESTINA 

Penfield  Conservation  Board 
42  Alta  Vista  Drive 
Rochester,  New  York 

ELIAS  C.  TON  IAS 
Erdman ,  Anthony,  Associates 
242  Andrews  Street 
Rochester,  New  York 

GARY  W.  RUSSELL 

Monroe  County  Parks  Department 
351  Westfall  Road 
New  York,  New  York 


ATTENDEES 


(Cont ' d) 


JOHN  LAMB 

Monroe  County  Planning  Department 
39  West  Main  Street 
Rochester,  New  York 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

BUFFALO  DISTRICT. CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1776  NIAGARA  STREET 
BUFFALO,  NEW  YORK  14207 

NCBED-PN  3  August  1979 

IMPORTANT:  DATE  CHANGE  FOR  PUBLIC  MEETING  -  IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK 


Dear  Participant: 


The  Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  has  changed  the  date  for  a 
public  meeting  on  Irondequoit  Creek  from  Wednesday,  15  August  1979,  to 
Tuesday,  21  August  1979,  at  7:30  p.m.  The  meeting  location  will 
remain  the  same  -  Penfield  High  School,  High  School  Drive,  Penfield, 
New  York  14526. 

The  date  change  was  necessary  to  reduce  schedule  conflicts  and  allow 
more  public  officials  the  opportunity  to  attend.  I  encourage 
everyone  to  attend  the  meeting  to  review  and  discuss  the  results  of 
the  Corps  flood  damage  reduction  studies  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed. 

Copies  of  the  report  are  available  for  your  review  at  the  Corps 
Bufalo  District  Office  and  at  the  local  municipality  offices  within 
the  watershed.  If  you  require  further  information,  please  call 
Mr.  David  R.  MacPherson,  Study  Manager,  at  (716)  876-5454,  ext.  2245. 

Sincerely, 


G^OgPE  P.  JOHNSON 
fo Tone  1,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 


^bdL'yrt 


CORPS  Of  ENGINEERS 


UJ(L^rC 

PENFIELD  POST  REPUBLICAN,  PI t tsf ord^Ny10  D1ST*1CT 
16  August  79 


^trn 


^Jour 

Town 

By  Irene  Gossin 
Town  Supervisor 

It  will  be  a  tong  time  before 
we  see  a  Penfield  event  that 
will  match  the  tremendous 
parade  mounted  by  the  Pen- 
field  Fire  Co.  last  Saturday. 

The  Four  Corners  ac¬ 
commodated  the  celebration 
very'  well,  much  to  the  surprise 
of  many  who  wondered  if  the 
space  would  be  adequate,  and 
it  certainly  appeared  that  the 
thousands  of  Penfielders  en¬ 
joyed  the  event  hugely.  The 
fire  company  and  Sid  Ludwig, 
general  chairman,  should  take 
a  deep  bow  for  a  spectacular, 
well  run  show  which 
celebrated  50  years  of  devoted 
service  to  the  town. 

A  very  specie/  (ouch  was  the 
appearance  in  the  parade  of  the 
Penfield  Senior  League  All- 
Stars,  winners  of  the  State 
Senior  Little  League  Cham¬ 
pionship. 

All  in  all  it  was  a  great  day 
for  the  Town  of  Penfield. 

The  Corps _ g{  .  Engineers 

Preliminary  Feasibility  Report 
for  the  reduction  of  flood 
damages  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed  will  be 
discussed  at  a  public  meeting 
next  Tuesday,  Aug.  21,  at  7:30 
p.m.  at  Penfield  High  School . 

The  Irondequoit  Creek 
watershed  is  located  in  three 
counties  -  Monroe,  Ontario, 
and  Wayne.  It  drains  139 
square  miles  including  much  pi 
the  Towns  of  Penfield,  Perin- 
ton,  Pittsford,  Brighton, 
Henrietta,  Mendon,  Victor, 
West  Bloomfield,  and  a  small 
section  of  Macedon. 


It  has  a  recorded  history  of 
Hooding  for  more  than  100 
*years  with  the  area  of 
Panorama  Plaza  in  the  Town 
of  Penfield  most  'severely  af¬ 
fected.  From  a  flood  damage 
survey  completed  in  1977  by 
the  Corps,  a  total  of  76  com¬ 
mercial  businesses,  24 
residences,  and  five  public 
utilities  may  be  affected  by  the 
flood  exceeding  a  25-year  fre¬ 
quency. 

For  the  record,  the  severe 
flood  of  1974  was  less  than  a 
25-year  flood. 

A  100  year  flood  (which  can 
happen  much  more  frequently) 
would  fill  Sybron all  of 
Panorama  Plaza,  most  of  the 
Brook  Hill  and  Penfield  Park 
apartments  and  almost  all  the 
businesses  across  from  the 
Plaza  on  Old  Penfield  Rd. 

A  Standard  Project  Flood 
(500  year)  would  flood  all  the 
above  plus  all  the  area  general¬ 
ly  around  the  Tops  Super 
Market  and  all  the  area  from 
Panorama  Trail  westerly  to  the 
foot  of  the  hill  leading  to  Lost 
Mountain  Manor. 

An  earlier  report  by  the 
Corps  showed  standard  project 
flood  depths  at  the  Panorama 
Theatre  rising  nearly  seven  feet 
to  the  tops  of  the  theater 
doors,  while  the  100  year  flood 
depths  at  the  same  location 
would  reach  two  feet. 


2>  Me 


NCBED-PN 


26  February  1980 


Anna  R.  Bundschuh,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Penfleld 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
Penfield,  NY  14526 


Dear  Ma.  Bundschuh: 

In  reference  to  your  letter  dated  13  February  1980,  I  wish  to  thank  von  for 
advising  me  of  the  application  of  Dolomite  Products  Company  for  renewal  of  a 
Commercial  Excavation  permit.  We  do  have  an  Interest  in  the  matter,  hut  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  would  have  Jurisdiction  only  If  there  was  a  proposal  to 
directly  alter  Irondequoit  Creek. 

There  are  several  considerations  that  should  be  noted  In  your  evaluation  of 
the  application.  They  are  as  follows: 

a.  A  buffer  zone  could  he  maintained  along  Irondequoit  Creek  to  reduce 
alteration  to  the  existing  habitat. 

b.  Existing  drainage  conditions  of  the  pond  are  sketchy.  There  are  no 
details  on  the  inflow  and  outflow  controls  on  the  lake.  There  are  no  details 
on  the  minimur  and  maximum  water  levels  to  be  maintained  in  the  pond. 

c.  The  impact  of  development  within  the  flood  plain  should  be  reduced  by 
Implement lng  current  flood  plain  management  regulations. 

d.  Excess  drainage  flows  induced  fron  future  development  should  be 
retained  In  the  pond  and  then  released  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  drainage  runoff 
for  existing  conditions. 

Thank  you  for  keeping  us  informed  of  new  developments  within  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed  that  could  Impact  upon  our  current  feasibility  study. 

Sincerely, 


CHARLES  E.  CILBFPT 
Chief,  Planning  Branch 


NCBED-PN 


MacPherson 

Kelly _ 

Gilbert _ 

Hallock 


XCBED-PN 


sKfaZM' 

20  July  1979 


I  am  pleased  Co  furnish  you  a  copy  of  Che  Buffalo  DisCricc's 
Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  dated  July  1979,  for  flood  damage 
reduction  measures  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  NY.  Also 
enclosed  is  an  information  package,  for  a  public  meeting  to  be  held 
15  August  1979  concerning  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  study.  1 
encourage  you  or  your  representative  to  attend  and  participate  in 
this  important  meeting. 

Questions  raised  at  the  public  meeting  and  written  comments  received 
by  14  September  will  be  carefully  considered  in  the  preparation  oi 
the  Final  Feasibility  Report. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  the  report,  call  Mr.  David  R.  MacPherson, 
the  Study  Manager,  (716)  876-5454. 

Sincerely  yours, 


2  Incl 
as  stated 


DONALD  M.  LIDDELL 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 
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Honorable  Jacob  K.  Javits 
U.  S.  Senate 
Washington,  DC  20510 


Honorable  Daniel  P.  Moynihan 
U.  S.  Senate 
Washington,  DC  20510 

Honorable  Barber  B.  Conable,  Jr. 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Honorable  Gary  A.  Lee 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Honorable  Frank  Horton 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Honorable  Hugh  Carey 
Governor,  State  of  New  York 
State  Capitol  Building 
Albany,  NY  12224 

Honorable  Frederick  L.  Warder 
52nd  Senate  District 
100  Lewis  Street 
Geneva,  NY  14451 

Honorable  John  D.  Perry 
53rd  Senate  District 
181  Lafayette  Pkwy. 

Rochester,  NY  14625 

Honorable  Audre  T.  Cooke 
132nd  Assembly  District 
347  Cobbs  Hill  Drive 
Rochester,  NY  14610 

Honorable  James  F.  Nagle 
135th  Assembly  District 
801  Main  Street 
E.  Rochester,  NY  14445 


Paul  P.  Hamilton,  Supervisor 
Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
100  Grange  Place,  Room  202 
Cortland,  NY  13045 

John  Ziegler,  Regional  Director 
Federal  Insurance  Administrator 
26  Federal  Plaza 
Rev  York,  NY  10007 

Mr.  William  B.  Cannon 

Aast.  District  Chief-Water  Re6.  Div. 

U.  S.  Geological  Survey 

Post  Office  Sox  1350 

Albany,  NY  12201 

Thomas  McDonald,  Administrator 
NYS  Clearinghouse 
NYS  Division  of  Budget 
State  Capitol 
Albany,  NY  1222** 

Commissioner 

NYS  Dept,  of  Transportation 
State  Campus 
1220  Washington  Avenue 
Albany,  NY  12232 

Or in  Lehman,  Commissioner 
Office  of  Parks  6  Recreation 
Agency  Building  1 
Empire  State  Plaza 
Albany,  NY  12238 

Hr.  Ken  Foley 

Monroe  County  Conservation  Council 
2210  St.  Paul  Street 
Rochester,  NY  14621 

Calvin  Reynolds,  Director 
Monroe  County  Park6  Dept. 

375  Westfall  Road 
Rochester,  NY  14620 

Robert  Flacke,  Commissioner 
NYS  Dept.  Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wolf  Road 
Albany,  NY  12233 

Director,  Region  4 
NYS  Dept,  of  Transportation 
1530  Jefferson  Road 
Rochester,  NY  14623 


Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Brighton 
2300  Elmwood  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14618 

George  Gardner,  Chairman 
Town  of  Brighton  Planning  Board 
426  Clover  Hills  Drive 
Rochester,  NY  14618 

State  University  of  New  York 
at  Buffalo 

Center  for  Policy  Studies 
240  Crosby  Hall 
Buffalo,  NY  14214 

Computerized  Data  for  Prof  Funding 
244  Sheridan  Avenue 
Albany,  NY  12210 

League  of  Women  Voters 
c/o  Peg  Fargo 
121  North  Fitzhugh  Street 
Rochester,  NY  14614 

Bennie  Keel,  Chief 

Inter  Agency  Archeological  Services 
1830  Phoenix  Blvd. 

Atlanta,  GA  30343 

State  University  of  New  York 
at  Buffalo 

Regional  Economic  Assistance  Center 
328  Crosby  Hall 
Buffalo,  NY  14214 

Deputy  Regional  Director 
Northeast  Regional  Office 
Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
600  Arch  Street 
Philadelphia,  PA  19106 

Regional  Administrator 
Region  II,  USEPA 
26  Federal  Plaza,  Room  1009 
New  York,  NY  10007 

State  Conservationist 

U.  S.  Soil  Conservation  Service 

771  U.  S.  Courthouse  &  Federal  Bldg. 

100  S.  Clinton  Street 

Syracuse,  NY  13250 


Mr .  Bob  Evans 

Dept,  of  Public  Works,  Brighton 
2300  Elmwood  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14623 

Mr.  Bill  Pore 

Henrietta  Engineering  Dept. 

475  Calkins  Road 
Henrietta,  MY  14467 

Mr.  Ronald  Schroeder 
Cornu,  for  Cons,  of  Environment 
475  Calkins  Road 
Henrietta,  NY  14467 

Mr.  Rich  Bolte 
Monroe  County  Public  Works 
350  E.  Henrietta  Road 
Rochester,  NY  14620 

Mr.  Robert  M.  Barrows 
Director  of  Planning 
Ontario  County 
120  North  Main  Street 
Canandaigua,  NY  14424 

Genesee  Finger  Lakes 
Regional  Planning  Council 
33  S.  Washington  Street 
Rochester,  NY  14608 

Gary  Shirley,  Bldg.  Inspector 
Town  of  Brighton 
2300  Elmwood  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14618 

Mr.  Henry  Corneles 
Henrietta  Engineering  Dept. 

475  Calkins  Road 
Henrietta,  NY  14467 

Supervisor,  Town  of  Irondequoit 
Town  hall 

Irondequoit,  NY  14617 

Roberta  Barnes,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Hendon 
9  N.  Main  Street 
Honeoye  Falls,  NY  14472 


Mr.  Lucian  Morin 
Monroe  County  Manager 
110  County  Office  Building 
tocbeeter,  MY  14614 

Monroe  County  Environmental 
Management  Council 
405  County  Office  Building 
Rochester,  MY  14614 

Jay  Baker.  District  Conser. 

Monroe  County  Soil  and  Water 
Conservation  District 
249  Highland  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14620 

Edvard  D.  Holmes,  Regional  Supervisor 
Region  8,  Dept,  of  Environmental 
Conservation 
P.0.  Box  57  -  Rt .  20 
Avon,  NY  14414 

Robert  Tylock,  Planning  Engineer 
NYS  Dept,  of  Transportation 
1530  Jefferson  Road 
Rochester,  NY  14623 

Don  B.  Martin,  Director 
Monroe  County  Planning  Dept. 

301  County  Office  Building 
39  West  Main  St.,  Rid.  301 
Rochester,  NY'  14620 

Mr.  John  Davis 
Monroe  County  Division  of 
Pure  Waters 
Room  100 
65  Broad  Street 
Rochester,  NY  14604 

Mr.  Gene  Mozzola 
Monroe  County  Legislator 
630  Portland  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14621 

John  Hicks,  Chsirman 
Ontario  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
120  N.  Main  Street 
Canandaigua,  MY  14424 

John  Steele,  Planning  Director 
Wayne  County 
9  Pearl  Street 
Lyons ,  MY  14489 


Supervisor 

Town  of  West  Bloomfield 
RD  2 

Holcomb,  NY  14469 

Supervisor 
Town  Hall 

Town  of  Hacedon,  NY  14502 

Mr.  Kenneth  P.  Allen,  P.E. 

Erdoan,  Anthony,  Associates 
242  Andrews  Street 
Rochester,  NY  14604 

P..  S.  Atkinson,  Editor 
The  Link 

Center  for  Environmental  Information 
33  South  Washington  Street 
Rochester,  NY  14626 

Chairman 

Sierra  Club  of  Rochester 
37  S.  Washington  Street 
Rochester,  NY  14614 

Ms.  Lois  Tubbs 

W.  Bloomfield  Wetlands  Coses. 

8992  Hair.  Hoad 
W.  Bloomfield,  NY  14585 

Mr.  Walter  Kenyon 
Hacedon  Planning  Board 
3010  Kittering  Road 
hacedon,  NY  14502 

Mr.  William  C.  Larsen,  P.E. 

44  Saginaw  Drive 
Rochester,  NY  14623 

Mr.  C.  Bergman  6  Hr.  K.  Bergman 
597  Concord  Drive 
Webster,  NY  14580 

Alan  Vaala,  Chairman 
Hendon  Conservation  Board 
Masonic  Temple  Building 
Honeoye  Fells,  NY  14472 

Mr.  Charles  Frank 
Cosan.  of  Public  Works 
1280  Titus  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14614 


Mr.  Richard  Burton 
Monroe  County  Health  Dept. 

Ill  Westfall  Road 
Rochester,  NY  14620 

Neil  Harkenrider,  Chairman 
Ontario  County  Planning  Board 
120  North  Main  Street 
Canandaigua,  NY  14424 

Mr.  John  Blaird 

Comm .  of  Public  Works,  Brighton 
2300  Elmwood  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14624 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Henrietta 
473  Calkins  Road 
Henrietta,  NY  14467 

Mr.  Albert  Scardetta 
Planning  Board  Chairman 
475  Calkins  Road 
Henrietta,  NY  14467 

Richard  Dormail,  Chairman 
lrondequoit  Planning  board 
1280  Titus  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14614 

Janes  Clark,  Chairman 
Mendon  Planning  Board 
Masonic  Tempi'*  Building, 

Honeoye  Falla,  NY  14472 

Bruce  Vanderwater,  Chairman 
Victor  Conservation  Advisory  Coun. 
65  E.  Main  Street 
Victor,  NY  14564 

Mr.  Michael  Corrigan 
W.  Bloomfield  Wetlanda  Comm. 

9040  Main  Road 
W.  Bloomfield,  NY  14585 

Mr.  Elias  C.  Tonias ,  P.E. 

Erdman,  Anthony,  Associates 
242  Andrews  Street 
Rochester,  NY  14604 

Mr.  Howard  M.  Shapiro 
Lozier  Architects  Engineers 
30  Chestnut  Plssa 
Rochester,  NY  14604 


Schuyler  Baldwin,  Chairman 
Perinton  Planning  Board 
31  So.  Main  8treet 
Fairport,  NY  14450 

Honorable  David  Shepherd 
Mayor,  Village  of  PiCtaford 
21  No.  Main  Street 
Pittaford,  NY  14534 

Edwin  Haaa ,  Chairman 
Pittaford  Planning  Board 
11  So.  Main  Street 
Pittaford,  NY  14534 

Honorable  Thomaa  Ryan 
Mayor,  City  of  Bocheater 
City  Hall 

Rocheeter,  NY  14614 

Alfred  Deeio,  Chairman 
Eaat  Rocheater  Planning  Board 
314  Main  Street 
Eaat  Rocheater,  NY  14445 

Pairport  Planning  Board 
31  S.  Main  Street 
Fairport,  NY  14450 

Mr.  Robert  Berger 
Per inton  Dept,  of  Public  Worka 
31  So.  Main  Street 
Fairport,  NY  14450 

Paul  Spiegel,  Superviaor 
Town  of  Pittaford 
11  So.  Main  Street 
Pittaford,  NY  14534 

Mr.  Philip  Packard 
Pittaford  Planning  Board 
21  No.  Main  Street 
Pittaford,  NY  14534 

John  Spoelhof,  Director 
City  Planning  Bureau 
City  of  Rocheater 
34  Broad  Street 
Rocheater,  NY  14614 


Hr.  Jim  Trybalski 
Monroe  County  Parka  Dapt. 

375  Westfall  Road 
Rochester,  NY  14620 

Chainsan 

Conservation  Advisory  Council 
226  Powers  Bldg. 

Rochester,  NY  14614 

Ms.  Elinor  Osborn 

Town  of  Penfield  Conservation  Bd. 

Penfield  Town  Hall 

3100  Atlantic  Avenue 

Penfield,  NY  14526 

Mr.  Amend  Pizsingrilli 
Supt.  of  Public  Works 
Village  of  East  Rochester 
120  W.  Commercial  Street 
E.  Rochester,  ICi  14445 

Lake  Edwards,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Perintoii 
31  So.  Main  Street 
Fairport,  NY  14450 

George  Keene,  Chairman 
Perintor.  Conservation  Board 
31  So.  Main  Street 
Fairport,  NY  14450 

Mr.  Alfred  Castle 
Pittaford  Dept,  of  Public  Works 
11  So.  Main  Street 
Pittaford,  NY  13534 

John  Fisi.,  Chairman 
Pittsford  Conservation  board 
11  So.  Main  Street 
Pittsford,  NY  14534 

Honorable  Anthony  Della  Pietra 
Mayor,  Village  of  East  Rochester 
314  Main  Street 
East  Rochester,  NY  14445 

Honorable  Peter  McDonough 
Mayor,  Village  of  Fairport 
31  S.  Main  Street 
Fairport,  NY  14450 


NCBFD-PN 


19  July  1979 


Dear  Participant: 

The  Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  will  hold  a  Public  Meeting 
on  Wednesday,  15  August  1979,  at  7:30  p.m.  to  review  and  discuss  tie 
results  of  the  Corps  flood  damage  reduction  studies  of  the 
Irondepuolt  Creel-.  Watershed.  The  meeting  will  be  held  at  Penfleld 
Hip)  School,  High  School  Drive,  Penfield,  NY  14520.  The  enclose'’ 
cap  indicates  the  meeting  location  (Inclosure  1). 

Inclosure  2  outlines  the  format  and  agenda  for  the  meeting. 

Inclosure  3  describes  the  public’s  role  in  the  study  process. 
Inclo6ure  4  is  an  information  packet  that  sumr.nri zos  tho  results  of 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  NY.,  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report. 
Conies  of  the  report  are  available  for  your  review  at  the  Corps 
buffalo  District  office,  and  at  the  local  municipality  offices  within. 
t5ie  watershed.  If  you  require  further  information,  please  call  David 
tJ .  ►acPberson,  Study  Manager,  at  (71<S)  876-5454,  ext.  ??45. 

I  encourage  you  to  attend  and  participate  in  the  public  meeting  on 
15  August  1979. 


Sincerely  yours, 


4  Inel  r*v'  '■7ur*  * 

as  staled  ”” 

’  (!'*  •b'f'Tl  *JC  8* 


CTOKCf  F.  JOlfNSOr: 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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Lawrence  Dawson,  Chairman 
Penfield  Planning  Board 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
Penfield,  NY  14526 

Irene  Goasin,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Penfield 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
Penfield,  NY  14526 

Su perviaor 
Town  of  Victor 
6475  Boughton  Hill  Road 
Victor,  NY  14364 

Howard  Gillan,  Chairman 
Victor  Planning  Board 
85  E.  Main  Street 
Victor,  NY  14564 
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Irondequoit  Creek 
‘Much  Cleaner’ 

By  PAULA  GODWIN 

The  quality  of  water  in  Irondequoit  Creek  has  improved 
dramatically  in  the  last  year  and  the  water  in  Irondequoit  Bay 
modestly,  says  a  scientist  with  the  Monroe  County  Health  De¬ 
partment. 

Since  10  of  14  small  sewage  plants  on  the  creek  began  diverting 
sewage  to  the  Van  Lare  Sewage  Treatment  Plant  in  the  spring  of 
1978.  the  water  in  the  creek  has  become  markedly  cleaner  and 
clearer,  said  Richard  S.  Burton,  an  associate  chemist  for  the 
Health  Department's  environmental  health  laboratory. 

He  said  there  is  some  improvement  in  the  clarity  of  Irondequoit 
Bay  water,  since  the  creek  feeds  into  the  bay  But  the  algae  in  the 
bay  are  still  so  heavy  one  can't  see  beyond  1  to  4  feet  down.  Burton 

•  said  yesterday. 

He  said  the  bay  is  plagued  by  more  complicated  problems  with 
phosphorus  buildup  that  will  make  its  recovery  slower  than  the 
creek’s. 

•  After  the  sewage  diversion  began  "there  was  rapid  improve¬ 
ment  in  the  creek  water,"  he  said  in  a  report  to  the  Rochester 
Committee  for  Scientific  Information,  which  he  serves  as 

,  a  member  of  the  board  of  directors. 

The  amount  of  phosphorus  being  dumped  into  the  creek  dropped 
by  80  percent  and  the  amount  of  dissolved  oxygen  in  the  water 
increased,  he  reported. 
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•  Phosphorus  acts  as  a  fertilizer  and 
promotes  the  growth  of  algae  When 
the  algae  decompose,  “it's  organic 
material,  it  stinks  and  it  consumes 
Oxygen."  Burton  said  “It  has  all  the 
direct  characteristics  of  human  sew¬ 
age  " 

•  Fish  cannot  live  in  water  where 
phosphorus  and  algae  have  removed 
the  oxygen.  Burton  said 

•  In  1977.  the  creek  averaged  4.5 
milligrams  of  oxygen  per  liter  Six 
months  after  the  sewage  diversion 
began,  the  average  rose  to  8.5  milli¬ 
grams  per  liter.  Burton  reported  He 
-said  the  creek  is  now  at  its  oxygen 
.saturation  point 

It  is  probably  too  soon  for  the 
creek's  fish  level  to  have  changed, 
^Burton  said  But  he  said,  "the  creek 
"has  clearly  recovered  It  shouldn't 
diave  any  odor  problems  like  it  had  a 
couple  of  years  ago  It's  much  clean¬ 
er  " 

The  creek  has  no  good  spot  for 
swimming  But  Dr.  Joel  Nitzkin, 
Health  Department  director,  said  that 
even  if  it  did.  he  would  not  advise 
swimming  there  "because  there  is  a 
very  distinct  hazard  of  water  contami- 
nation  on  an  intermittent 
basis  from  surface  runoff  from 
chemicals  on  the  lawns,  and  septic 
tanks  not  functioning  "  Burton  urged 
in  his  report  that  the  county  apply  for 
money  under  the  Clean  Lakes  Pro¬ 
gram  to  study  the  overall  water  quali¬ 
ty  management  of  the  bay  and  creek 
He  said  some  of  that  money  could  be 
used  to  investigate  the  possibility  of 
constructing  a  reservoir  for  creek 
water  so  residents  could  use  it  for 


recreation. 

Nitzkin  said  a  larger  retention  of  the 
water  would  dilute  intermittent  pol¬ 
lution  But  he  said  that  he  had  not 
talked  to  Burton  about  the  reservoir 
suggestion  and  that  it  needs  further 
study . 

Burton  said  he  has  though!  of  three 
possible  sites  for  a  reservoir:  Spring 
Lake  Park,  downstream  from  East 
Rochester  near  Whitney  Road:  Cor¬ 
bett's  Glen  on  Allen's  Creek,  up¬ 
stream  from  Panorama  Plaza;  and 
the  area  where  Route  96  crosses  the 
creek  at  Bushnell's  Basin. 

But  if  the  county  gets  federal 
money,  he  said,  it  should  primarily  be 
used  for  studying  phosphorus  pollu¬ 
tion  in  the  bay  and  how  to  resolve 
it 

Burton  said  the  bay  is  polluted  by 
both  externa!  and  internal  sources 

The  major  external  sources  are 
small  sewage  treatment  plants  still 
operating  in  Henrietta,  Pittsford, 
lrondequoit,  Penfield  and  Webster 
(although  they  are  expected  to  close 
by  fall  i .  the  Plymouth  Rock  Provision 
Co  industrial  plant  and  storm  water 
runoff,  he  said 

Burton  said  the  county  is  urging  the 
Plymouth  Rock  plant  to  treat  its 
wastes  for  phosphorus  or  have  the 
county  Pure  Waters  (sewers!  Division 
do  it  Storm  water  runoff  is  still  a 
problem,  but  one  pollutant,  de-icing 
salt,  has  lessened  since  suburban 
towns  reduced  the  amount  of  salt 
they  use  on  roads  in  the  winter. 
Burton  said 

The  bay  s  largest  problem  may  well 
be  coming  from  within  itself,  he 
said 

Phosphorus  has  built  up  in  the 
depths  of  the  bay.  creating  an  mb- 


aerobic, or  airless,  environment  be¬ 
ginning  about  15  to  20  feet  below  the 
surface  The  bay's  deepest  point  is 
about  75  feet.  Burton  said 
During  the  spring  and  fall,  tem¬ 
perature  changes  on  the  bay's  surface 
cause  the  surface  water  to  sink,  and 
the  shifting  water  brings  the  phospho¬ 
rus  to  the  top  "Once  on  top.  where  the 
water  has  air  and  the  sun  shines 
through,  it  induces  the  growth  of 
algae  just  like  any  other  fertilizer." 
Burton  said  m  his  report  “When  the 
phosphorus  from  the  bottom  recycles 
in  this  way.  the  bay  is  essentially 
refertilizing  itself” 

The  lack  of  oxygen  at  greater 
depths  has  kept  out  prime  sport  fish 
like  the  salmonoid.  said  Burton 
There  are  three  ways.  Burton  said, 
to  stop  the  bay's  self-fertilization 
First,  the  bottom  could  be  dredged 
However,  this  might  be  difficult  and 
costly  because  of  the  bay's  depth,  he 
said 

Second,  a  layer  of  sealing  material, 
such  as  lime,  alum  or  fly  ash.  could  be 
laid  on  the  floor  of  the  bay  to  keep  the 
phosphorus  looked  in  the  mud  on  the 
bottom  Burton  said  this  is  a  cheap  j 
and  effective  method  of  dealing  with 
the  problem,  and  the  method  he 
favors  I 

Third,  the  deeper  waters  could  be 
injected  with  compressed  air  or  oxy¬ 
gen.  This  could  be  quite  expensive  and 
would  require*  power  generator,  he 
said 

Burton  said  the  bay  water  may 
appear  clearer  as  fewer  nutrients  are 
deposited  from  outside  sources,  but 
"unfortunately  the  process  of  de¬ 
composition  of  the  bottom  muds  is 
expected  to  keep  the  deeper  waters 
devoid  of  oxygen  for  decades  " 
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Flood  Jj/laps  Meeting  Slated 

Maps  showing  areas  in  maps.  Some  of  these  areas  are 

Penfield  likely  to  have  not  near  creeks  but  have  high 

flooding  problems  will  be  the  wat*r  tables  or  are  prone  to 
subject  of  a  town  wide  mudslides, 

meeting  next  Wednesday,  under  this  program,  real- 

April  4  at  3:00  p.m.  in  the  Pen-  dent*  in  designated  flood  or 
field  Town  Hall.  The  maps  mudslide  prone  areas  can 
were  prepared  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Insurance  Admin¬ 
istration,  and  properties 

designated  in  flood  or  mud¬ 
slide  prone  areas  are  eligible 
for  federally  subsidized  flood 
insurance. 

Penfield  Supervisor  Irene 
Gossin,  who  arranged  for  the 
meeting  with  federal  offi¬ 
cials.  said  she  expects  an 
, engineer  will  explain  the 
'  maps  and  another  person  will 
explain  the  insurance  provi- 
’  aions  of  the  legislation.  The 
'  maps  are  now  available  for 
the  public  to  see  in  the  Pen- 
field  Town  Hall.  3100 
Atlantic  Avenue. 

Mrs.  Gossin  said  that  a  resi 
dent  can  file  an  appeal  if  he 
believes  the  map  showing  his 
property  is  incorrect. 

She  noted  that  the  Town  of 
Penfield  will  file  an  appeal. 

After  she  reviewed  the  maps 
with  the  acting  superintend 
ent  and  personnel  of  the 
'  Department  of  Public  Works, 
they  agreed  that  there  are 
trouble  areas  in  town  which 
do  not  appear  as  such  on  the 


obtain  Mood  insurance 
through  their  own  agents,  all 
of  whom  can  buy  the  sub¬ 
sidized  insurance  from  the 
carrier  designated  in  this 
state  by  the  federal 
government. 
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FLOODING  —  High  waters  in  Penfield'*  Flood-prone  areas  threatened  to  cause  major  damage.  Picture  on  the  left  shows  two  feet  of  water  sur 
rounding  the  building  of  the  Genesee  Conservation  League.  On  the  left,  Todd  English,  176  Penn  La.,  takes  his  own  survey  of  water 
Residents  were  waiting  to  be  evacuated  in  case  of  emergency.  (Photos  by  Kurt  Dreas.J|  '  , 

Rising  Water  Threatens  Panorama , 
Ellison  Park,  and  East  Penfield 


Penfield  Public  Works 
Director  Charles  Ackerman 
described  the  minor  flooding  in 
the  town  a  "foreshadowing  of 
Spring." 

.  Town  officials  and  residents 
got  (heir  first  glance  for  this 
yedir  of  what  could  happen  in 
flood-prone  areas  due  to  warm 
Weather,  and  rainstorms. . 

Parts  of  Panorama  Plaza, 
EHison  Park  and  East  Peti  field 
were  under  water  caused  by 
the  weekend's'heavy  rains  and 
melting  snow. 

The  first  reports  of  flooding 
came  in  early  Sunday  evening 
said  Ackerman.  Most  streams, 
he  said,  were  St  capadty . 

IrondequoH  Creek  began  ris¬ 
ing  over  its  banks  by  Sunday  „ 
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night  around  10,  said  Acker¬ 
man.  A  barricade  was  put  up 
at  the  west  end  of  Panorama 
Plaza's  parking  lot,  to  prevent 
water  from  flooding  the  lot. 

"It  was  very  dangerous," 
Ackerman  said. 

The  Genesee  Conservation 
League  was  under  about  two 
feet  of  water.  The  road  behind 
Panorama  Plaza  wgs  closed 
Monday,  as  water  from 
Irondequolt  Creek  threatened 
to  cause  major  flooding. 

Alkerihan  said  he  and  a 
tcgjfi  of  inspectors  kept  a  flood 
watch  throughout  Sunday 
night.  The  high  water  levels 
peaked  late  Monday  morning. 

Ackermaq  said  the  flood 
plain  tone  in  the  Panorama 


area  was  monitored  and 
documented  for  the  town's 
engineers. 

On  Monday,  the  Brook  Hill 
and  Penfield  Park  Apartments 
were  reporting  about  three  in¬ 
ches  of  water  in  their 
basements,  Ackerman  said. 

Ackerman  said  the  apart¬ 
ments  were  preparing  for 
evacuation. 

Water  reached  the  level  of 
the  Old  Penfldd  Rd.  bridge, 
but  did  not  flood  the  bridge, 
'Ackerman  said.  For  safety,  the 
bridge  was  dosed. 

EtUson  Park  ahm  fxperienc- 
ad  some  flooding,  said  Acker¬ 
man.  Another  potential  Rood 
area,  Toll  Glen  at  Creek  St., 
was  watched  careMly. 


In  the  past,  water  has  been 
known  to  flood  (he  area,  clos¬ 
ing  off  Creek  St. 

In  East  Penfield,  Ackerman 
said,  residents  had  flooding  in 
their  backyards,  caused  by 
runoffs  from  nearby  farms. 

Farm  land  in  East  Penfield  at 
times  looked  like  mini-lakes  as 
water  filled  low  lying  areas. 
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POTENTIAL  DANGER  -  Top  picture  shows  Ellison  Park,  which  looked  like  1  lake  Tuesday  after- 
ooon.  Bottom  picture  shows  RG&E  inspector,  checking  water  levels  behind  Panorama  Plaza. 
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III*  re«vnt  v*.  ?mn  w  rut  her.  although  a  wra wnr  r 
thlH  vt*rv  I'olil  winter,  has  caused  cuunllos  problem- 
out  the  entire  area  due  to  melting  Known  P**n field  is  noexi  ep 
tion  On  Sunday  and  Mond.i>  ofthi- 
week,  it  seemed  the  whole  town  was 
one  big  lake  The  Panorama  area  as 
usual  hud  to  he  harneadeii  m  place* 
and  a  close  watch  was  kept  in  order  to 
warn  the  apartment  developments  in 
the  vicinity  iri  case  evacuation  was 
necessary  as  was  dime  in  1(J74  For 
tunately.  no  heavy  rains  mater 
lahzed  to  add  to  the  natural  run  oft 
There  were  many  other  troubl* 
spots,  and  the  Highway  crew  was  kept  busy  It  should,  he  re;  . 
ized  that  there  are  legal  limits  and  constraints  on  Tow  n  •  r*  w  - 
as  to  the  work  they  can  perform  In  mscs  involving  State  or 
County  roads,  permission  from  those*  agencies  must  *• 
obtained  In  the  case  of  private  property  where  the  down  has 
no  easements,  work  cannot  legally  lx*  performed. 

U  would  \»‘  highly  desirable  for  every  member  of  th* 
Town's  various  boards  -  Town  Planning.  Zoning,  Consej  . .. 
tion,  etc.  —  to  tour  the  affected  areas  and  hear  first  hand  from 
residents  and  len.-nh-,  of  the  problems  they  have  With  this 
kind  of  information  and  knowledge  in  hand,  they  would  tv- 
better  prepared  to  review  intelligently  the  many  applications 
for  developm*  n!  and  building  the  Town  receives  In  the  seven 
years  1  ha  ve  been  Supervisor,  I  have  learned  this  lesson  very 
•well.  Applicants  can  be  very  persuasive,  and  plans  on  paper 
cun  U*  beautiful  However,  a  hard  headed  practical  attitude  is 
necessary  to  prevent  future  problems  We  already  must  cope 
with  too  many  that  are  existing. 

It  is  appropriate  that  today’s  column  once  again  mentions 
Uie  final  flood  maps  of  the  Town  which  ha*,  e  been  recti vd  from 
the  Federal  Flood  Insurance  Administrate- n  The  deadline  for 
ppeals  lb  Apnl  2f>lh  and  the  maps  will  become  effective  on 
nov  25th.  The  mupe  can  be  seen  in  the  Public  Works  office* 
jind/ or  in  ray  office  in  the  Town  Hall  Any  appeal  is  to  he  sent 
i  the  Supervisor’s  office,  and  I  am  then  required  to  forward  it 
>  the  FIA.  To  date,  we  have  had  no  inquiries  and  no  appeals 
I  have  been  in  contact  with  the  Washington  office  of  the 
FIA  and  am  attempting  to  have  one  of  their  field  represents 
iives  come  to  Penfield  in  order  to  hold  a  public  informational 
meeting.  It  appears  to  be  promising.  I  will  keep  the  boards  and 
tho  public  informed. 

Uon’t  forget  that  the  federal  flood  insurance  prpgram 
covers  mud  slides  as  well.  Penfield  haa  erosive  steep  slope 
are4s,  and  property  owners  should  be  aware  of  Ums  coverage 
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BR1GHTON-P1TTSFORD  POST 
Pittsford,  N.Y. 

FEB.  15,  1979 

Brighton  Flood  Study 
By  HUD  Being  Revised 

Representative*  of  the  ne  researcher*  wffl  com*  up 
Department  of  Housing  and  revised  map,  and  tablet, 
Urban  Development  (HUD)  rf,owint  flood  area*  and  eieva- 
are  going  back  to  the  drawing  don  ,0  be  u*ed  in  calculating 
board  with  preliminary  drafts  Insurance  rates 
of  a  Brighton  flood  insurance  The  rales  are  ,0  ^  determin- 

ata$?'  ...  .  ,  ,  ed  by  the  extent  and  chance  of 

The  decision  for  revision  flooding  at  a  given  location, 
followed  a  Jan.  29  rnforma-  EvanJ  uid  fh#|  noo<, 

Monal  meeting  with  Brighton  w*r,  studied  independently  by 
town  officials  and  residents. 


town  omtiats  anu  resioem*.  HUD.  Fo,  examplt/  y,. 
The  town  was  able  to  pro-  Ctnestt  might  be 

vide  HUD  with  additional  studied,  but  its  effects  on  Red 
drainage  Information  which  and  vice  versa  might  not 

will  be  recorded  on  the  be  included, 
preliminary  flood  map  with  a  This  mean,  ,hat  ttr1ain 
lesser  classification,  according  re]a|ej  occurrences,  such  as 
to  Brighton  building  Inspector  backwash  flooding,  have  not 
^  Shirley.  b««n  into  account  by 

5Mrtey  said  this  means  a  90-  huq  j,e 

.day  appeal  period  set  by  HUD  n,,  drainage  study  con- 
fcas  not  yet  started.  ducted  by  the  town  helped 

Robert.  Evans^acting  con-  coy„ jfljn* ofthese areas, 
missioner  of  public  works,  said  "Qur  study  has  given  ns  a 
that  a  townwide  drainage  broader  perspective  of  what 
study  completed  in  August,  drainage  problems  exist  and 
1978,  provided  the  supplemcn-  **,*„_"  Evans  said, 
tary  information.  The'  town  public  works 

"We;  noticed  certain  ommlf-  department  and  a  drainage 
sions  in  the  map  and  discussed  committee  are  working  on  a 
them  with  HUD  at  the  drainage  ordinance 

meeting,  he  said.  1  One  aspect  of  the  ordinance 

He  added  that  the  area  the  would  j*  eo  make  retention 
town  felt  was  left  out  consist!  anj  detention  pond  locations  a 
primarily  of  undeveloped  land  part  0f  ,hr  town  master  plan, 
affected  by  Allens  Creek  — 
land  south  ol  Westfall  Rd.  and 
west  of  Winton. 

Brighton  was  one  of  the  first 
to  apply  for  inclusion  in  a  Na¬ 
tional  Flood  Insurance  pro¬ 
gram.  Since  then,  a  study 

group  has  hired  consultants  to 
do  engineering  and  survey 
work  in  Brighton. 
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9  February  1979 


Paul  K.  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Pittsford 
11  South  Main  Street 
Plttsford,  NY  14534 


near  Mr.  Spiegel: 

Tills  Is  In  regard  to  your  letter  dated  3  April  1978,  and  confirming 
your  telephone  conversation  on  1  February  1979,  with  Mr.  Thomas  Sloan 
of  ray  staff,  concerning  erosion  problt-r.s  on  Irondepuol t  Creek  In  the 
vicinity  of  the  New  York  State  Parpe  Can  ft  1,  town  of  Plt'Bford,  NY. 
Since  April  1978,  Mr.  John  McCarthy  of  ray  staff  has  discussed  the 
problem  area  with  you  on  several  occasions.  A  field  survey  of  the 
area  was  completed  during  November  1978  which  Is  the  basis  of  our 
evaluation. 

As  Mr.  Sloan  told  you,  I  have  no  authority  to  provide  funding  for 
protection  of  erosion  areas  on  private  property.  The  eroded  stream- 
bank  can  be  protected  by  Installation  of  a  riprap  or  gabion  revetment 
and  the  water  velocity  can  be  controlled  by  construction  of  a 
stilling  basin  downstream  of  the  culverts  under  the  canal.  A  debris 
retention  structure,  properly  maintained  upstream  of  the  culverts, 
would  also  be  worthwhile. 

I  suggest  that  you  contact  the  Waterways  Maintenance  Engineer,  New 
York  State  Department  of  Transportation,  Region  4  In  Rochester,  NY, 
to  determine  If  he  can  provide  any  assistance  to  alleviate  your 
problem. 

Detailed  engineering  studies  would  be  required  before  Implecentlnp. 
any  of  the  structural  measures  which  I  have  proposed.  While  I  cannot 
provide  any  financial  assistance  In  this  matter,  ay  staff  Is 
sellable  to  provide  planning  assistance  and  technical  information  to 
aid  In  the  development  and  Implementation  of  flood  and  erosion 
control  measures. 


i 
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Paul  M.  Spiegel,  Supervisor 

If  you  have  any  further  questions  concerning  this  natter,  please  con¬ 
tact  Mr.  Thomas  Pleccynski,  Chief,  Flood  Plain  Management  Services, 
(716)  876-5654,  extension  2143. 

Sincerely  yours. 


DANIEL  D.  LUDWIG 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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Your  Town 


\) 


by  Irene  Gossin 


The  Monroe  County  Supervisor  Association  held  an  all¬ 
day  work  session  with  County  and  State  Legislators  last 
Friday.  This  is  an  annual  event  the 


purpose  of  which  is  to  discuss  various 
legislative  matters  affecting  towns. 

Among  the  subjects  discussed 
were  Town  work  on  County 
highways,  Public  Transit,  Police 
Services.  Civil  Service,  Sales  Tax 
Structure,  County  - Wide 
Reassessment,  Capital  Improvement 
Financing,  Primary  Elections,  Real 


Property  Tax  Exemptions,  the 
Games  of  Chance  Law  and  the  Effect  of  Proposition  13  in  N  Y. 

State. 


In  my  column  of  January  16  I  stated  that  the  Flood 
Insurance  Study  and  Rate  Maps  have  been  received  from  the 
Federal  Flood  Insurance  Administration  and  can  be  seen  in 
my  office  or  in  the  Dept  of  Public  Works  Legal  notices  have 
been  published  by  the  FIA  in  the  Town's  official  newspaper  1 
have  appointed  the  Director  of  Public  Works  and  his  Deputy  to 
review  the  maps  with  me  Within  two  weeks  we  should  be 
making  art-commendation  to  the  Town  Board  as  to  whether  or 
•not  the  maps  should  be  accepted  or  whether  or  not  an  appeal 
should  be  filed  If  residents  have  inquiries  or  objections,  please 
contact  my  office. 

Although  snow  fall  this  year  is  less  than  that  of  last  year  to 
date,  there  is  beginning  to  be  significant  accumulation  along 
highways  and  sidewalks.  It  is  important  that  hydrants  be 
cleared  in  caise  of  fire  If  you  have  a  hydrant  near  or  in  front  of 
your  home,  won't  you  please  take  a  few  minutes  to  remove  the 
snow.  The  home  you  save  may  be  your  own. 

The  Irondequoit  Bay  Harbor  Steering  Committee'iYiqt  last 
week  after  many  monthsduring  which  time  the  .Arm v  Corjlsmf 
Engineers  compiled  more  data  and  completed  moreanalysesoh 
the  various  options. 

Concerns  about  the  federal  and  local  shares  in  financing, 
environmental  impacts  as  todredging  and  disposal  of  dredged 
material,  and  philosophical  considerations  as  to  the 
desirahiliiy  of  sailing  vessels  or  power  boats  emerged  as 
.matters  of  greatest  importance. 

Another  meeting  will  be  held  on  Feb.  14  at  which  time  the 
,*Committe|_coul(^ conceivably  come  to  a  consensus. 
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Y  r\|||t  cleared  in  cate  of  fire.  If  you 
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'*  I  OWH  pUase  take  a  few  minute*  to 

*  remove  the  tnow.  The  home 

By  Irene  Gosein  you  save  may  be  your  own. 

Town  Supervisor  i  The  Irondequoit  Bay  Harbor 
The  Monroe  County  Super-  S‘*Vin*  Commi“*«  «■* 
vitort'  Association  held  an  aD-  Week  mf.ny  mf.M 
day  work  session  with  county 

and  state  legislators  last  Fri-  CorP*  tngmeers  compiled 
day.  This  is  an  annual  event,  mor*  da!i  *nd  completed  more 
the  purpose  of  which  is  to  4na'ys*s  of  lhe  variott»  ®P- 
discuss  various  legislative  mat- 

Ws  affecting  towns.  Concerns  about  the  federal 

Among  the  subjects  dbema*  *n<^  oc4^  shares  in  financings 
«d  were  town  work  on  county  *nvlf°nmental  impacts  as  to 

highways,  public  transit,  d'ed*in«  .  1ma'er‘*1’  .  »nd 
police  services,  civil  serv.ee,  ph.losoph.cal  cons.derat.on.  as 
sales  tax  structure,  county-  lo  lh«  ^.rab.l.ty  °f  «»ling 
Wide  reassessment,  capital  im-  v*s“ls  °r  Power  boats  emerg- 
provement  financing,  primary  ed  **  matters  of  greatest  tm- 

elections,  real  property  tax  ex-  p0*tin'5‘  ..  ... .... 

emptions,  the  games  of  chance  Another  meeting  will  be  held 

law,  and  the  effect  of  Proposi-  on  fth/  14  *  "h,<h  1,m*  *• 
Won  13  in  New  York  State.  comm.ttee  could  conce.v.bly 
In  my  column  of  Jan.  16,  I  eofl*  K>  *  consensus, 
stated  that  the  Flood  Insurance 
Study  and  Rate  Maps  have 
been  received  from  the  Federal 
Flood  Insurance  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  can  be  seen  in  my  of¬ 
fice  or  in  the  Dept,  of  Public 
Works.  Legal  notices  have 
been  published  by  the  F1A  in 
the  town's  official  newspaper. 

I  have  appointed  the  director 
of  public  works  and  his  deputy 
to  review  the  maps  with  me. 

Within  two  weeks  we  should 
be  making  a  recommendation 
to  the  town  board  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  maps 
should  be  accepted,  or  whether 
Of  not  an  appeal  should  be  fil¬ 
ed.  If  residents  have  inquiries 
Of  objections,  please  contact 
aay  office. 

Although  show  fall  this  year 
Is  less  than  that  of  last  year  to 
date,  there  is  beginning  to  be 
significant  accumulations 
~2long,ii.£t.ways  ant  srlreWhcj. 

It  is  important  that  hydrants  be 


•J .  M? 


NcD 


NCStD-PK 


30  January  1979 


Honorable  Frank  J.  Horton 
House  of  Representative* 
Washington,  DC  20315 


Dear  Mr.  Horton: 

This  i9  in  response  to  your  letter  dated  19  January  1979,  concerning 
ree /a  Luat  lor.  of  flooding  probleos  in  the  village  of  Pittsford, 

New  York. 

Although  completion  of  the  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  for  the 
Trondvinoit  Creek  Resin  has  slipped  until  March  due  to  the  departure 
of  tho  6tudy  manager,  I  an  able  to  provide  you  with  the  general 
conclusions  that  I  expect  to  be  reached.  Within  the  Iroridequoit 
Creek  Sasln,  structural  solutions  to  projected  flooding  problems  no 
not  appear  feasible  except  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  of  Tenfield. 

Our  analysis  of  collected  data  Indicates  that  potential  flooding 
•Jar.tges  in  other  villages  and  townships  within  the  basin  arc  insuf¬ 
ficient  to  Justify  the  Federal  expenditures  necessary  to  prevent  such 
damages. 

Tou  are  no  doubt  aw«.re  that  I  spent  isont  of  1971;  attecjptiug  to  incor¬ 
porate  a  sophisticated  flood  plaia  information  technique  into  this 
study.  Thfs  compute ri zed  approach  Involves  a  significant  amount  of 
data  collection  and  provides  a  ;aea ns  of  predicting  trie  extent  of 
impact  throughout  the  basin  due  Co  land  use  changes  In  part  of  the 
sarin.  Such  a  program  is  only  valuable  as  long  as  the  data  Is  kept 
current.  I  was  unable  to  acquire  a  flra  cormrituent  of  all  potential 
users  to  maintain  thia  aysten,  and  thus  justify  the  Federal  expen¬ 
diture.  Consequently,  I  have  deleted  this  aspect  from  the  study. 

Obviously,  1  do  not  expect  the  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  to  pro¬ 
vide  recowrendatlcns  which  will  offer  positive  flooding  protection 
for  the  village  of  PIttaford.  At  tills  time,  I  feel  that  the  only 
Federal  assistance  that  esc  be  provided  would  be  In  the  form  of 
guidance  or  suggested  approaches  to  zoning  which  would  mininlxe 
future  flooding  damages.  At  all  tines,  I  have  the  capability  to  pro¬ 
vide  direct  technical  assistance  to  local  governments  in  developing 
flood  damage  protection  Pleasures.  Tills  would  Include  providing  tech¬ 
nical  data  which  is  available. 


NCBED-PF 

Paul  M.  Spiegel,  Supervisor 


If  you  have  any  further  questions  concerning  this  matter,  please  con¬ 
tact  Mr.  Thomas  Piectynski,  Chief,  flood  Plain  Management  Services, 
(716)  876-5454,  extension  2143. 

Sincerely  yours. 


DANIEL  D.  LUDWIG 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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7  Dovenber  197R 


V*.  Elinor  Osborn 
Penfiald  Conservation  Board 
3 IOC  Atlantic  Avenue 
Penfiald,  KT  14526 


Dear  *t.  Osborn: 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  17  October  197*  letter  concerning  alter¬ 
natives  for  flood  Ganapeaent  in  the  Irondeqnoit  Creek  basin,  par¬ 
ticularly  at  Panorar.a  Plata*  I  appreciate  and  concur  with  rany  of 
your  co-^ents  which  surest  that  retbods  other  than  traditional 
atructural  flood  control  ahould  be  investigated.  I  hope  to  develop  a 
close-r  worVin*  relationship  with  Penfield  town  officials  and  advisory 
boards,  and  to  depend  on  their  data  and  input  as  the  study 
progresses , 

1  would  like  to  coixuent  on  several  points  uade  in  your  letter  ao  that 
you  nay  have  a  better  understanding  of  the  study. 

As  I  discussed  with  Mrs.  Cossin  last  week,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  no 
longer  intends  to  develop  a  land  use  analysis  ayater.  This  decision 
vs s  based  on  the  fact  that  I  could  not  secure  support  fror  all  of  the 
towns  in  the  watershed.  During  the  paat  year,  wewbera  of  ay  staff 
have  attempted  to  explain  the  land  use  analysis  technique  to  appli¬ 
cable  municipal  leaders  in  an  effort  to  gain  fnll  support  of  the  con¬ 
cept*  (""bile  I  consider  this  approach  to  flood  control  plenrinr  to  be 
very  desirable,  1  can  understand  the  reluctance  of  certain  townships 
to  adopt  it.  Recent  hydrology  invest  if at  ion#  aade  for  the  basin 
revecled  that  development  of  a  land  uat  analyais  ayatea  ia  not  essen¬ 
tial  for  flood  analyses  based  on  presently  planned  growth  patterns  ir 
the  basin.  Bovever,  a  major  change  to  the  present  land  use  plans 
could  adversely  lapse t  oa  flooding  conditions. 

As  far  as  Penoraea  Plata  is  concarnad,  your  objections  to  structural 
flood  control  measures  are  understandable.  A  coat  analyais  for  relo¬ 
cating  the  Plata  area's  businesses  it  being  considered  as  you 
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suggested,  but  the  cotta  are  expected  to  be  aany  tinea  the  benefits. 
The  noet  coat  effective  alternative  for  protecting  thie  area  wilt 
probably  include  the  following  iteaauree: 

a.  Remove  the  Plata  extenaion  bridge  and  Old  Penfield  Road 
bridge. 

b.  Increaae  the  channel  width  fron  Route  441  to  below  the  Genesee 
Conservation  League.  The  existing  channel  would  alto  be  cleared  and 
•nagged. 


c.  Increaae  the  channel  depth  within  the  Dcloaite  Products  Co. 
property. 

In  conjunction  with  this  alternative,  the  Federal  government  could 
participate  in  development  of  a  recreational  area  or  arboretur  behind 
the  Plats.  Other  scans  of  environmental  enhancement  will  also  be 
considered.  It  is  sty  conviction  that  through  the  cooperation  of  all 
concerned,  the  environmental  and  flood  management  objectives  can 
compliment  each  other. 

In  January  1979,  a  public  workshop  will  be  held  to  present  a  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  alternatives  that  have  been  investigated.  You  will 
receive  a  meeting  notice  and  it  ia  hoped  that  we  can  discuss  this 
matter  further  at  that  tiae. 


Sincerely  yours, 


DANIEL  D.  LfmVIC,  P.E. 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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2b  September  1978 

SUBJECT:  Withdrawal  of  Irondequoit  Creek  Supplement  to  the  Plan  of 
Study  (RECON) 


Division  Engineer,  North  Central 
ATTN:  NCDPD-PF 


1.  Reference  is  made  to  the  following  letters: 

a.  NCBED-Ph,  27  April  1978,  submittal  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
Supplement  to  the  Plan  of  Study  (RECON). 

b.  NCDPD-PF,  1st  Ind.  to  reference  a.,  dated  7  June  1978,  pro¬ 
viding  tentative  approval  anti  comments  on  the  above  supplement  . 

c.  NCDPD-PF,  22  June  1978,  comments  on  Irondequoit  Creek 
Supplement  to  the  Plan  of  Study  (RECON). 

2.  The  District  has  reassessed  its  position  on  the  value  of  an 
expanded  analysis  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  study.  There  are  no 
clear  Corps  needs  related  to  evaluation  and  formulation  of  alter¬ 
natives  that  warrant  the  development  of  an  expanded  analysis  model  in 
this  basin.  In  addition,  local  interests  in  the  watershed  have 
recently  shown  a  negative  reaction  to  utilizing  its  capabilities, 
should  6uch  a  model  be  developed. 

3.  Due  to  the  lack  of  a  more  positive  reaction,  the  Buffalo  District 
has  decided  not  to  pursue  an  expanded  analysis  for  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  study.  Accordingly,  I  recommend  the  withdrawal  of  the  above- 
mentioned  supplement  to  the  Plan  of  Study. 

m .  The  study  effort  already  devoted  to  this  supplement  and  an  analy¬ 
sis  as  to  its  inappropriateness  will  be  incorporated  in  the 
Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  due  in  November  1978. 


DANIEL  D.  LUDWIC 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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Meeting  with  Local  Interests  on  Irondequoit  Creek 

TPXTHRU:  Chief,  E.  Basin 

A 

Chief,  Planning 
Chief,  Engr.  Div. 


FROM  Study  Mgr  Asst,  NY 


DATE  19  Oct  78  CmT  1 

Pietrus/sk/2245 


TO:  Files 

1.  Date:  28  September  1978  at  2000  to  2135. 

2.  Place:  Town  Hall,  Penfield,  NY. 

3.  Purpose:  To  discuss  flood  control  alternatives  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  and 
computer  modeling. 

4.  Participants:  See  attached  sheet. 

5.  Summary:  Colonel  Daniel  Ludwig  opened  the  meeting  by  thanking  all  those  present 
for  their  attendance  and  participation.  The  Colonel  gave  a  brief  background  summary 
of  the  study,  stating  that  original  funding  began  in  1975  for  a  full  scale  study.  He 
noted  that  the  Plan  of  Study  was  developed  in  1976  and  that  the  PFR  is  due  in 
November  1978.  The  Colonel  emphasized  the  need  for  Institutional  Planning  for  solu¬ 
tions  to  the  problems  at  Panorama  Plaza.  Also,  he  noted  that  due  to  the  blizzard  of 
1977,  the  Buffalo  District  fell  behind  on  this  project,  but  that  he  had  visited 
with  Irene  Gossin  last  year  to  discuss  a  possible  Oconee  type  study.  The  Oconee 
study  needed  commitments  from  the  towns  in  order  to  be  successful.  However,  with  a 
majority  of  negative  responses  after  nearly  a  year  of  discussion  with  the  municipali¬ 
ties,  the  Colonel  decided  not  to  pursue  Oconee  any  further. 

There  are  a  number  of  alternatives  open  to  the  people  which  include  channelization, 
floodwalls  and  levees,  diversion,  and  consideration  of  reservoir  sites.  Colonel 
Ludwig  requested  feedback  from  the  local  people  in  regards  to  their  views  concerning 
the  structural  measures,  and  that  he  would  proceed  with  as  little  a  change  in  ecology 
as  possible. 

Irene  Gossin  asked  "is  Oconee  dead?"  She  stated  that  the  communities  upstream  are 
not  totally  aware  of  the  problems  that  exist  downstream  of  them,  mainly  in  Penfield, 
and  that  she  would  be  very  pleased  if  someone  would  set  up  some  kind  of  committee 
that  would  be  able  to  inform  the  communities  of  what  effect  upstream  development  has 
on  the  stream  flow. 

Colonel  T.udwig  responded  that  Oconee  has  been  stopped  because  (1)  several  towns  do 
"not  like  Federal  Government  intervention  in  localized  planning,  and  that  (2)  the 
upstream  towns  feel  that  there  is  no  problem  in  their  townships  such  that  Oconee 
would  be  of  any  use  to  them.  The  Colonel  was  asked  why  the  county  of  Monroe  is 
against  Oconee,  at  which  time  John  McCarthy  responded  that  the  county  is  not  against 
Oconee,  but  that  they  find  it  difficult  running  the  show  with  so  much  local  input  and 
cooperation  necessary  in  order  to  make  Oconee  a  success.  John  Lamb  of  the  Monroe 
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County  Planning  Department  stated  that  he  feels  it  would  be  a  good 
Idea  to  talk  to  the  local  engineer  of  the  towns  and  inform  them  of 
what  is  needed  to  make  Oconee  successful. 

The  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  stated  that  they  cannot 
at  this  time  make  a  monetary  commitment  to  support  Oconee,  but  hope 
to  work  something  out  in  the  near  future,  especially  in  regards  to 
water  quality.  They  emphasized  that  they  are  not  against  Oconee,  but 
that  they  cannot  support  Oconee  financially  at  this  time.  John 
McCarthy  stated  the  DEC's  role  is  secondary  at  this  point  and  that 
their  participation  would  be  helpfull  once  Oconee  is  started.  The 
town  of  Brighton  supports  Oconee  or  any  other  alternatives  taken. 

The  Genesee/Finger  Lakes  Regional  Planning  Council  indicated  that 
they  are  just  starting  up  and  would  have  to  hold  a  council  meeting 
before  making  a  commitment  on  Oconee.  The  town  of  Victor  Supervisor 
stated  that  his  town  (1)  has  no  problems  from  flood  waters,  (2)  has 
neglected  the  effects  on  downstream  communities  due  to  Victor  devel¬ 
opment  in  the  past,  and  (3)  would  support  some  type  of  committee. 

The  town  of  Perinton  stated  that  they  are  tight  on  money  and  are 
situated  upstream  of  Panorama  Plaza.  They  also  feel  that  enough  stu¬ 
dies  have  been  done  already  and  that  the  Penfield  problems  are  of  no 
concern  to  Perinton  even  though  they  do  add  to  the  problem 
downstream.  Irene  Gossin  then  stated  that  she  notified  all  the  local 
supervisors  and  received  a  majority  of  support  for  a  regional  group 
and  hopes  that  this  group  can  be  formed  to  evaluate  the  study. 

John  Adams  then  presented  his  information  on  Land  Resources 
Information  System  (LRIS)  that  was  completed  in  Toledo,  OH. 

Variables  such  as  land  uses,  soil  conditions,  evaluations,  and  polit¬ 
ical  boundaries  were  coded  into  a  computer  data  base.  Over  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  land  studied  was  in  use  for  agriculture.  The  variable 
slopes  of  the  land  caused  severe  erosion  problems,  and  thus  water 
pollution  mitigation  was  developed.  The  information  was  utilized  to 
locate  desirable  and  undesirable  land  uses  and  is  presently  still 
being  used  by  the  locals  for  land  use  planning  guidance. 

John  McCarthy  then  explained  the  work  that  has  been  done  by  MSR  and 
the  Corps.  He  presented  a  stage-damage  curve  of  the  Panorama  Plaza 
area,  a  map  of  the  watershed  with  possible  reservoir  sites,  an  aerial 
photograph  showing  the  structural  measures  under  consideration,  and  a 
cross  section  of  the  measures.  A  member  of  the  Penfield  Town 
Planning  Board  stated  that  the  town  has  some  vacant  land  available 
for  a  reservoir,  at  which  time  John  noted  that  the  reservoir  alter¬ 
native  will  be  looked  into  further  as  a  possible  combination  with 
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other  structural  alternatives.  To  date,  the  reservoirs  considered 
have  limited  capacity.  Irene  also  stated  that  the  sewer  line  in  the 
bridge  behind  the  Plaza  could  possibly  be  relocated  and  that  the 
bridge  on  Old  Penfield  Road  could  be  eliminated  with  no  serious 
effect  on  traffic  diversion.  Colonel  Ludwig  closed  the  meeting  by 
stating  that  the  PFR  due  in  November  will  be  more  specific  about  our 
plans.  Irene  Gossin  then  nominated  herself  as  committee  chairperson 
with  the  town  of  Victor  Supervisor,  Douglas  Fisher,  as  vice-chairman. 
It  shall  be  interesting  to  see  what  developments  are  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  the  future. 


THOMAS  J.  PIETRUS 
Study  Manager  Assistant 


Irondequoit  Creek  Study  Workshop 
28  September  1978 


Name 

Represent ing 

1. 

Linda  Florman 

Herself 

2. 

Tony  LaFountain 

Town  of  Penfield 

3. 

Elinor  Osborn 

Penfield  Conservation  Board 

4. 

Frank  J.  Keller 

DEC  -  Avon 

5. 

Irene  Gossin 

Town  of  Penfield 

6. 

John  Eisenberg 

Town  of  Brighton  -  DPW 

7. 

Gary  Shirley 

Town  of  Brighton  -  DPW 

8. 

C.  H.  Philbin 

Penfield  Town  Board 

9. 

Don  Glondys 

MSR  Engineers 

10. 

Kenneth  Peck 

MSR  Engineers 

11. 

John  Lamb 

Monroe  County  Planning  Department 

12. 

Col.  Daniel  Ludwig 

Corps  of  Engineers 

13. 

Daniel  T.  Kelly 

Corps  of  Engineers 

14. 

John  McCarthy 

Corps  of  Engineers 

15. 

Tom  Pietrus 

Corps  of  Engineers 

16. 

Mike  Vanderlip 

Corps  of  Engineers 

17. 

John  Adams 

Corps  of  Engineers 

18. 

Anna  Bundschuh 

Penfield  Town  Board 

19. 

Allen  R.  Park 

Perinton  Conservation  Board 

20. 

John  M.  Davis 

Monroe  County  Division  of  Pure  Waters 

21. 

Chuck  Ackerman 

Director  of  Public  Works  -  Penfield 

22. 

Barry  A.  Kyhos 

Town  of  Perinton 

rn 

CN 

Charles  Roxin 

Genesee/Finger  Lakes  Regional 

Planning  Council 

24. 

Donald  S.  Milton 

Penfield  Town  Board 

25. 

Costich 

Rochester,  NY 

26. 

Douglas  A.  Fisher 

Town  of  Victor  Supervisor 
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18  Septerber  1978 


: 

A  workshop  is  scheduled  for  28  Septenber  1578,  8:0C  p.ts.,  Fenfield 
Tovn  Hall,  to  explain  the  studies  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is 
presently  tasking  under  the  Trondequoit  Creek  Study.  You  or  your 
representative  are  invited  to  attend  and  participate. 

The  agenda  for  the  meeting  it  as  follows: 

a.  A  presentation  of  various  flood  protection  alternative*  for 
Panorama  Plata 

b.  Announcement  of  why  the  Corps  is  dropping  the  development  of 
a  land  use  rodel  (Oconee-type  study) 

c.  A  presentation  on  broad  applications  of  land  use  dst a  in 

regional  planning.  . 

This  reeting  will  be  of  particular  concern  to  Fenfield  officials 
because  of  the  location  of  Par.oraoa  Plaza.  Pcvever,  an  irprrtant 
object  of  the  oreting  will  be  to  emphasize  to  all  town  officials  and 
plenrers  the  benefits  of  coordinated  regional  planning  and  espe¬ 
cially  the  need  for  a  coordinating  group. 

An  informal  meeting  is  anticipated  end  each  tovn  will  be  ashed  for 
ita  viewpoint  on  the  above  natters* 

Sincerely  yours. 


KeVKETH  F..  HALLOCf?,  P.F.. 

Assistant  Chief,  Engineering  Pivision 
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Ron  H«art  in  ~  Ri  rector 

Honroe  County,  Repartir.ent  of  Planning 
301  County  Office  Building 
Rochester,  NY  14614 


Irene  Cos  sin.  Supervisor 
Town  of  Penfield 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
Penfield,  NY  14326 


Hr.  Paul  Schtaeid 

New  York  State  P.epartnent  of  Conservation 
P.0.  Box  57 
Avon,  NY  14414 


Roberta  F_irne6,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Hendon 
9  Nor tb  Kain  Street 
Eoneoye  Falls,  NY  14472 


Richard  files,  Supervisor 
Tevn  of  Brighton 
2300  Flr.wood  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14624 


John  Felly,  Supervisor 
Tcvq  of  Henrietta 
475  Calkins  Road 
Henrietta,  NY  14467 


bake  Edvards,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Ferinton 
31  South  Hain  Street 
Fair  port,  NY’  144  50 


Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
Tc  wn  of  P i 1 1  s  f o rd 
1]  South  Hain  St reet 
Fittsford,  NY  14534 


Douglas  Fisher,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Victor 
85  East  Vain  Street 
Victor,  NY  14564 


NCRED— PH 


26  Aug  78 


Mr.  Paul  M.  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Plttsford 
11  South  Main  Street 
Plttsford,  NT  14534 


Dear  Mr.  Spiegel: 

I  have  received  your  letters  of  20  and  31  Jul  78  regarding  possible 
drainage  studies  and  requesting  information  on  the  Oconee  study. 

It  should  be  noted  that  Che  Ocoaee-type  study  that  the  Corps  propose* 

In  no  way  replaces  the  need  for  qualified  local  engineering  drainage 
studies  but  only  increases  the  accuracy  by  which  future  conditions  are 
predicted.  It,  therefore,  will  not  answer  the  same  questions  as  a  local 
Comprehensive  Drainage  Study,  and  accordingly,  will  save  your  town  little — 
if  anything — in  terms  of  basic  engineering  services.  What  this  type  of 
study  will  do  is  provide  a  basis  for  predicting  water-related  impacts 
of  land  use  changes.  This  should  assist  in  properly  directing  the  long-term 
resources  of  the  town.  This  information  could  best  be  described  as  addi¬ 
tional  Input  into  your  drainage  studies.  Tha  proposed  Oconee-type  study 
does  not  provide  data  or  solutions  for  today's  drainage  problems  but  would 
provide  dat*  that  would  better  demonstrace  alternatives  and  impacts  for 
future  developments.  Thia  type  of  information,  if  properly  utilised, 
would  reduce  drainage,  run-off,  and  erosion  problems  In  the  future. 

It  Is  also  of  note  that  the  response  of  other  watershed  towns  towards  an 
Oconee-type  study  has  not  been  completely  favorable,  and  its  future  Is 
doubtful.  An  up coning  meeting  will  be  announced  at  which  this  matter  will 
be  dlacussmd. 


jhr/2244 
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Mr.  Paul  M.  Spiegel,  Supervisor 

The  material  you  requested  la  Inclosed. 

Sincerely  yours. 


1  in cl  THOMAS  R.  BRAUN 

As  stated  LTC,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Deputy  District  Engineer 
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7  August  1976 


Honorable  Frank  lortM 
Bouse  of  Bepressatatives 
Washington,  DC  I051J 


Dear  Hr.  Horton: 

This  in  in  rnnponan  to  poor  lottnr  of  71  July  1978  rsqvssting  a 
revaluation  of  flooding  probleas  in  tk*  village  of  Fictsford. 

I  share  your  conctrn  for  the  village  of  Pittaford  and  accordingly 
bavc  personally  riritmi  tkia  situation.  It  still  appears  that  under 
the  Corps  continuing  authorities  prograu,  tha  problsn  ares  would  not 
he  eligible  for  a  swell  erosion  control  or  flood  seaaagewent  project. 
However,  as  you  are  aware,  1  do  has#  an  on-going  study  for  flood 
control  end  allied  purposes  far  the  entire  Irondcqnolt  Creek 
watershed  which  include*  all  of  the  village  and  the  major  portion  of 
ths  town  of  Pittaford.  I  will  ha»e  «y  staff  investigate  this  probler 
further  under  the  Irondequoit  Creek  study  sad  coneidsr  passible 
s ltarnet ive  solutions  an  a  besievidc  basis. 

Our  present  acbedula  under  the  Irondequoit  Croak  study  ia  ta  eoaplsts 
a  preliuinary  report  ia  boveaber  1978  on  tbe  foaaibility  of  alter¬ 
native  aeaaures  far  flood  aaaagovont  and  all ltd  purposes.  At  that 
tins,  I  will  provide  you  tba  results  of  oar  further  investigation  of 
the  village  of  Pittaford' a  problea. 

I  trust  ths  above  oasts  year  praaaat  needs. 

Slaters ly  yours. 
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72  May  1978 


* 


: 

During  Che  past  eight  months,  the  Corps  of  fnglnoers  has  mad*  preli¬ 
minary  investigations  to  ascertain  the  need  for,  and  usefulness  of, 
developing  a  watershed  representation  (rodel)  of  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed  for  flood  related  and  water  quality  purposes. 
Informally,  local  response  has  been  generally  positive  in  this 
regard,  and  accordingly  I  have  requested  approval  of  a  supplement  to 
the  Plan  of  Study  from  «y  higher  authority  to  undertake  a  detailed 
modeling  study  for  the  watershed,  A  draft  copy  of  thia  supplement 
is  enclosed  for  your  information. 

This  detailed  study  is  expensive  ($300,000  estivate)  and  will 
require  substantial  effort  fro*  s>y  most  experienced  technical 
people.  I,  therefore,  want  to  insure  that  this  detailed  stu^y  will 
actually  be  used  in  planning  the  future  growth  and  development  of 
the  cor runi ties  and  not  just  become  an  academic  exercise. 

To  assure  that  there  it  a  sincere  desire  to  effectively  use  the 
rodel  by  each  of  the  towns  in  the  watershed,  I  ask  that  each  town 
cos-ait  itself  to  Che  development  and  operation  of  the  model  for  at 
least  the  period  1979-19J4.  bocal  costs  are  estimated  to  he  $1,000 
per  town  for  the  entire  period.  This  coat  includes  coordination, 
mapping,  and  interpretation  of  results, 

Establishing  a  coordinating  committee  is  another  topic  for  further 
discussion,  I  feel  it  is  essential  for  continued  operation  of  a 
model  and  offer  the  assistance  of  ry  staff  in  initiating  actions  for 
a  meeting  to  select  the  leadership,  function,  and  future  agendas  of 
such  a  committee.  An  official  from  each  town  should  sit  on  this 
corirlttee. 


.  AfeatfeitflUftaAS*  w.  ■ 


RCBED-PB 


Nor*  specifically,  I  desira  Che  fo! loving  aaaurancaa  before  model 
development  is  initiated: 

a*  A  letter  of  commitment  fro*  each  Town  Board  in  the  vaterahed 
that  the  tovn  will  promote  the  nae  of  information  provided  by  such  a 
model* 

b.  Tbie  letter  of  commitment  ahould  obligate  the  tovn  to 
contribute  $1,000  by  January  1979  to  a  local  fund  to  cover  local 
coata  in  model  operation  for  the  period  1979-1994.  I  enviaion  that 
thia  fund  vould  be  controlled  by  the  coordination  committee  men¬ 
tioned  above* 

c*  Thin  letter  of  commitment  ahould  state  that  the  tovn  will 
designate  an  official  to  thia  coordinating  corrittee  and  that  the 
town  aupporta  such  a  committee  and  its  purpose  of  reducing  future 
flood  and  vater  quality  problems* 

1  fully  realize  that  local  officials  may  not  be  familiar  with 
vaterahed  modeling  techniques.  To  overcome  thia  difficulty,  the 
initial  meeting  mentioned  above  vill  provide  an  opportunity  for 
iotere»ted  officials  to  become  acquainted  vith  the  objectives  of 
such  a  study.  The  attached  infornation  sheet  summarises  the  uses  of 
an  Oconee-type  study  and  ahould  prove  helpful. 

I  request  that  you  reply  at  an  early  date,  and  that  you  affirm  the 
town's  intentions  vith  respect  to  the  above  assurances,  so  that  ve 
may  proceed  on  what  I  consider  a  very  innovative  and  promising 
study. 

Sincarely  yours, 


1  Incl 
as  stated 


CF: 

yNCBED-P* 

Kr.  Paul  Schneid 
Monroe  County  Planning 
rrsopc,  Avon 


THOMAS  R.  BRA UP 

It  Col,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Deputy  District  Engineer 

McCarthy 
Telly  __ 
Gilbert 
Kallock  ‘ 
Liddell  ' 
Braun 


Letter  sent  to  the  following: 


Richard  Wile*,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Brighton 
230C  Elrvood  /venue 
Rochester ,  NY  14624 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Henrietta 
475  Calkins  Road 
Henrietta,  NY  14467 


Lahe  Edvards,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Perintor 
31  S,  Main  Street 
Pairport,  NT  14450 


Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Pittsford 
11  S,  Main  Street 
Pittsford,  NY  14534 


Hooplas  Fisher,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Victor 
$5  E.  Main  Street 
Victor,  NY  14564 


Irene  Cos  sin,  Supervisor 
Town  cf  Fenfield 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
PenfieJd,  KY  H526 


Roberta  Barnes,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Hendon 
9  K.  Main  Street 
Hc-nsoye  Fslls,  NY  14*72 


Lake  Edvards,  Supervisor 
Tovn  of  Perinton 
31  St.  Main  St. 

Fair  port,  NT  14450 

Schuyler  Baldwin,  Chalrwu* 
Perinton  Planning  Board 
31  S.  Kata  St. 

Fairport,  NY  14450 

George  Feene,  Chairman 
Perinton  Conservation  Board 
31  S.  Ha in  St. 

Fair port*  NY  14450 

Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Pittsford 
11  S.  Main  St. 

Pittsford,  NY  14534 

Edwin  Haas,  Chairman 
Pittsford  Pin raning  Board 
11  S.  Ha  in  St. 

Pittsford,  NY  14534 

John  Fish,  Cha iraan 
Pittsford  Conservation  Board 
11  S.  Main  St. 

Pittsford,  NT  14534 

Mai coin  Strong,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Victor 
85  K.  Main  St. 

Victor,  NY  14564 

George  Bay,  Chairrwm 
Cons.  Advisory  Council 
1230  Titus  Av«. 

Rochester,  NT  14614 

Roberta  Barnes,  Supervisor 
Masonic  Temple  Bldg. 

Tovn  of  Hendon 
Roaeoye  Palls,  KT  14472 


Robert  Barrovs,  Director 
Oat.  Co.  Planning  Dept. 

120  H.  Kaln  St. 

Canandaigua,  NT  14424 

Raymond  Parrish,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Vest  Bloomfield 
ID  2 

Bolcoob,  NT  14469 

Robert  Peterson,  Director 
Wayne  Co.  Dept,  of  Planning 
9  Pearl  St. 

Lyons ,  NT  14489 

Vayne  Scheik,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Maced  on 
7  Center  St. 

Kacedoa,  NT  14502 

Mr.  Janes  McShe# 

Erdman  Anthony  Associate# 

242  Andrews  St. 

Rochester,  HT  14604 

Wlllisn  C.  Larsen,  PE 
44  Saginaw  Dr. 

Rochester,  HT  14623 

John  Ziegler,  Regional  Director 
federal  Insurance  Administration 
26  Federal  Plaea 
Rev  Tork,  NT  10007 

Edward  Holmes,  Supervisor 
Pish  4  Wildlife  Servlco 
NYSDEC 
P0  Bo*  57 
Avon,  HT  14414 

Luclen  A.  "orin 
Monroe  County  Manager 
110  County  Office  Bldg. 
Rochester,  HT  14614 

Don  B.  Martin,  Director 
Monroe  County  Dept,  of  Planning 
301  County  Of flea  Bldg. 
Rochester,  HT  14614 


Irvin  Ring,  Regional  Director 
NT  SDK 
P.  0.  Box  57 
Avon,  NT  14414 

Allan  Buddie,  Sr.  Hydr.  Engr. 

NTS DEC 

180  State  St. 

Elmira,  NT  14901 

Howard  Gillan,  Chairman 
Victor  Planning  Board 
85  E.  Main  St. 

Victor,  NT  14564 

Bruce  Vandervater,  Chairman 
Victor  Conservation  Advisory  Council 
85  E.  Main  St. 

Victor,  NT  14564 

Anthony  Della  Pietra,  Mayor 
Village  of  E.  Rochester 
314  Mala  St. 

E.  Rochester,  NT  14445 

Alfred  Dezio,  Chairman 
E.  Rochester  Planning  Board 
314  Main  St. 

B.  Rochester,  HT  14445 

Peter  ffcDonoueh,  Mayor 
Village  of  Fairport 
31  S.  Main  St. 

Fairport,  NT  14450 

Joseph  T.  Carr,  Chairman 
Fairport  Planning  Baord 
31  S.  Main  St. 

Pairport,  NT  14450 

David  Shepherd,  Mayor 
Village  of  Pittsofrd 
71  K.  Main  St. 

Pittsford,  NT  14534 
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VI  man  Lochner,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Vebstor 
100C  Rldgs  M. 

Webster,  MY  14580 

Wjlllau  McGowan,  Chslraan 
Ont.  Co.  Bd.  of  Super visors 
Courthouss 
120  K.  Xsln  St. 

Canandaigua,  KY  14424 

Itc.ier  S.ilth,  Chairman 
Cot.  Co.  Planning  Board 
120  N.  Halo  St. 

CanAndalgua,  MY  14424 

Richard  ’.'lies,  Supervisor 
Tc-.r.  of  Brighton 
230C  Flw.-ood  Ave. 

Rochester,  MY  14624 

Usenet  Levy 

Planning  Eoard  Chalman,  Brighton 
2  500  Elir.ood  Ava. 

Rochester,  NY  14624 

Kirkvood  Person lus,  Chairman 
Conservation  Advisory  Council 
2300  Elcvood  Ava. 

Rochester,  NY  14624 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor 
Tcvd  of  Henrietta 
475  Cel Vina  Rd. 

Henrietta,  MY  14467 

Albert  Scardetts 
pi  arming  Board  Chatman 
475  CalVlns  Rd. 

Reerletta,  NY  14467 

Hr.  John  Lamb 

Hoc rc-e  County  Dept.  of  Flaming 
301  County  Of flea  Bldg. 

Rochester,  MY  14614 


Ronald  Schroedar 

Cc<-?s.  for  Cons.  of  Env.  Chalraan 

v75  Calhlna  Rd. 

Henrietta,  MY  14467 

Donald  Dotting,  Supervisor 
Tova  of  Iroodc-quoit 
1260  Titus  Ava. 

Rochester,  KY  14614 

Richard  Cornell,  Coalman 
Tronde^uolt  Planning  Board 
1280  Titus  Ava. 

Rcohester,  KY  14814 

Ar.  -.nd  Plerln<jrl  11,  Supt.  of  Pub.  Works 
Village  of  E.  Rochester 
314  E.  Halo  St. 

R.  Rochester,  KY  14445 

Kr.  Jefy  Stedingar 
Cornell  University 
Hollister  Hall 
Ithaca,  NY  14850 


Janes  A.  Clark,  Chairman 
Kendoc  Flannlnt  Board 
Masonic  Temple  Bldg. 

Eooeoye  FaUs,  XT  14472 

Alea  Vaala,  Chairman 
Ken don  Conservation  Board 
Ka sonic  Temple  Bldg. 

Eooeoye  Falla,  NY  14472 

Irene  Cossln,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Penfleld 
3100  Atlantic  Ave. 

Penfleld,  NY  14526 

Lawrence  Paw  son,  Chairman 
Penfleld  Planning  Foard 
3100  Atlantic  Ave. 

Penfleld,  NY  14526 

James  Irish,  Chairman 
Penfleld  Conservation  Board 
3100  Atlantic  Ava. 

Penfleld,  NT  14526 

Anna  Eundsebub 
40  Cobbles  Dr. 

Penfleld,  NT  14526 

Philip  Packard,  Chairman 
Pittsford  Planning  Board 
21  K.  Kaln  St. 

Pittsford,  NY  14534 

Thocas  Ryan,  Kay or 
City  of  Rochestor 
34  City  Fall 
Rochester,  NY  14614 

William  Davis,  Chairman 
Rochester  Env.  Covnittoe 
56  Lakes!. Ire  Rd. 

Rochester,  NT  14412 

Honorable  Frank  J.  Eortoo 
Boose  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
BUFFALO  DISTRICT, CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1776  NIAGARA  STREET 
BUFFALO,  NEW  YORK  IU207 

NCBED-PF  27  April  1978 


Honorable  David  C.  Shepard 
Mayor,  Village  of  Pittsford 
Pittsford,  NY  14534 


Dear  Mayor  Shepard: 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  dated  10  April  1978  requesting  that  I 
reconsider  the  erosion  and  flooding  problems  along  an  unnamed  tributary 
of  the  Erie  Barge  Canal  in  the  Austin  Park  area  of  the  village  of 
Pittsford,  NY. 

Messrs.  Thomas  Sloan  and  Raymond  Pilon  of  my  staff  made  a  field  inspec¬ 
tion  of  the  problem  areas  with  Mr.  Habecker,  Village  Clerk,  on  21  April 
1978.  Based  on  this  field  inspection,  I  have  determined  that  the 
problem  areas  do  not  warrant  a  Corps  local  flood  protection  or  erosion 
protection  project.  Mr.  Habecker  indicated  only  two  homes  which  have 
experienced  flooding  and  advised  us  that  this  problem  had  been  virtually- 
eliminated  byr  installation  of  a  concrete  sidewalk  along  the  north  side 
of  Austin  Park  Road.  The  primary  concern  seems  to  be  the  erosive  veloc¬ 
ities  of  the  stream  which  are  attacking  the  streambank  parallel  to  Austin 
Park  Road.  Our  visual  inspection  of  the  area  indicates  that  property 
owners  have  been  allowed  to  encroach  on  the  natural  stream  channel  by 
constructing  retaining  walls  of  various  material  and,  in  one  case,  a  house 
along  the  stream.  Also,  the  stream  channel  has  not  been  properly  main¬ 
tained  by  periodic  removal  of  gravel  shoals  and  vegetation.  In  the  Austin 
Park  Road  area,  residents  have  constructed  small  bridges  across  the  stream 
for  driveways.  These  bridges  appear  to  restrict  the  stream  flow  during 
peak  discharges,  further  complicating  the  flood  and  erosion  problems. 

The  information  provided  in  Lt.  Col.  Braun's  letter  of  27  March  1978 
regarding  the  ineligibility  of  Austin  Park  Rond  for  assistance  under 
Section  14  was  verified  by  the  field  inspection. 

I  suggest  that  the  village  implement  a  program  of  stream  maintenance  and 
restrict  the  installation  of  any  further  retaining  walls  which  limit  the 
stream  capacity.  I  also  recommend  that  the  village  investigate  the 
possibility  of  replacing  the  driveway  bridges  along  Austin  Park  Road 
with  structures  which  will  not  restrict  high  discharges. 


NCBED-PF 

Honorable  David  C.  Shepard 


I  am  enclosing  literature  which  Mr.  Sloan  discussed  with  Mr.  Dabeckcr 
concerning  alternative  measures  of  erosion  control  which  may  be  effec¬ 
tive  in  correcting  the  situation  along  Austin  Park  Road. 

I  regret  that  I  cannot  be  of  more  assistance  in  this  matter.  If  you  have 
any  further  questions,  please  contact  Thomas  J.  Pieczynski,  Chief,  Flood 
Plain  Management  Services,  716-876-5454,  ext.  2143. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Incl  DANIEL  D.  LUDWIG,  P & 

as  stated  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 


DISPOSITION 

FORM  ! 
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SUtJlCT 

Public  Workshop 

NCBF.D-PN 

Irondequoit  Creek  Study 

hand  Use  Modeling  Techniques 

Chief,  Eastern  Basin  FROi* 

Chief,  Planning  Br,  C^Cj^/u 
Ch  lei  ,  Engineering  l)lv. 


Study  Manager 


DATE  4  Apri 1  1978 
JM/cs/ 2244 


To:  File 


Pate:  16  March  1978,  7:30  p.m. 

Place:  Henrietta  Tovm  Hall 

Purpose:  Explain  &  Discuss  Oconee-type  techniques 

Participants:  40  people  (See  attached  list) 


Summary: 


C.  Gilbert  (COE)  opened  the  meeting  at  7:50  p.m.  By  a  show  of  bands  it  was 
shown  that  towns  of  the  watershed  were  well  represented.  The  general  status 
and  history  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Study  were  outlined.  The  purpose  of  the 
meeting  was  described  as  seeking  feedback  on  automated  Flood  Plain  Management 
techniques.  The  type  of  model  and  who  would  operate  it  on  a  continuing 
basis  were  specific  points  of  interest. 

J.  McCarthy  (COE)  spoke  on  the  following: 

1.  Review  of  last  meeting  on  modeling  capabilities. 

2.  Review  of  work  done  since  last  meeting  including  local  interviews  and 
data  gathering.  Results  of  this  work  predicted  that  the  local  officials 
favored  flood  related  modeling  techniques  but  were  split  on  how  results  could 
be  implemented. 

3.  The  types  of  information  needed  to  develop  a  model  were  explained. 
Existing  land  use,  topo.,  and  zoning  maps  are  examples  of  needed  information. 

4.  Attractiveness  for  detention  or  recreation  can  easily  be  developed. 

5.  Several  alternative  futures  for  different  project  populations  with 
or  without  building  constraints  could  be  evaluated  in  the  basic  model. 
Constraints  could  be  a  building  ban  on  steeper  slopes  or  a  building  ban  below 
the  projected  year  2000  100-year  flood  height. 

6.  An  organizational  arrangement  for  continuing  operation  of  a  model  was 
proposed.  A  watershed  advisory  group  would  be  needed  to  coordinate  and  oversee 
the  related  activities  or  the  towns  or  the  watershed.  A  technical  agency  would 
he  needed  for  mapping  and  technical  coordination  for  data  processing  and 
interpretation  of  results.  Monroe  County  with  NYSDEC  assistance  was  proposed. 


DA  24S6 


AEALACES  OD  FOA*  »*7  WHICH  IS  OBSOLETE. 


*GPO-197S  -66S422M063 


The  Corps  would  provide  technical  assistance  by  operating  and  maintaining  the 
actual  computer  work. 

7.  The  need  for  ;i  letter  of  commitment  from  the  towns  w ns  Indicated.  This 
!*«•  In  tin*  Inrm  of  $1000  per  town  lor  the  year  1981. 

8.  The  cost  of  a  1.15  acre  grid  cell  system  throughout  the  watershed  would  b 
approximately  $300,000.  A  4.5  acre  grid  with  actual  flood  damages  along  20  mi. 
of  main  streams  would  cost  nearly  as  much. 

9.  There  remains  a  problem  with  sensitivity  of  streams  to  land  use  changes. 
2000  acre  changes  are  probably  the  minimum  size  of  change  that  can  be  detected 
with  the  proposed  system  of  1.15  acre  grid.  The  concept  is  for  broad-based 
watershed-wide  impacts  not  necessarily  500  acre  specific  developments. 

K.  Peck^McPhee,  Smith,  Rosenstein,  Engrs  P.E.,  PC  explained  that  through  his 
contact  with  the  study  he  believed  Monroe  County  would  definitely  be  best  for 
local  technical  work.  The  towns  would  input  to  the  county  as  they  already  do 
in  other  matters.  Conservation  boards  should  play  an  important  role. 

The  meeting  was  opened  for  questions  and  answers: 

Q.  (George  Costich,  Irondequoit  Conservation  Board)  Where  would  programs 
be  stored  and  who  would  own  them? 

A.  The  tapes  would  be  stored  locally,  perhaps  at  the  University  of 
Rochester.  The  Corps  would  own  the  tapes  while  using  them.  Afterwards, 
ownership  could  be  transferred  to  a  local  agency  such  as  Monroe  County. 

Corps  note:  Section  214,  Corps  funds  for  cooperation  with  New  York  State, 
might  be  used  to  fund  this  program  for  maintenance. 

Need  letter  of  committment  from  towns  to  support  this  program.  Detailed  model 
would  cost  $300,00,  which  includes  what  we  have  spent  to  date. 

Q.  Irene  Gossin  (Supervisor,  Town  of  Penfield) 

Why  not  use  the  same  procedure  as  now  used  for  reappraisal  and 
reassessment?  They  now  have  to  plug  in  every  building  permit, 
utilities,  etc.  How  is  the  Federal  Flood  Insurance  Administration 
involved  in  this?  They  would  most  likely  have  a  big  voice  in  keeping 
up  the  data  bank. 

A.  The  Federal  Flood  Insurance  Administration  (an  agency  under  HUD) 
provides  flood  hazard  maps;  looks  at  existing  localities,  runs 
backwater  curves,  etc.  with  no  overall  master  planning.  Corps’ 
program  would  give  tools  to  local  communities  to  shape  their  future. 

HUD  looks  at  past  flood  insurance  studies  and  does  obtain  data  from 
the  Corps. 
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Q.  Irene  Gossin 

Worried  that  things  will  die  down  again.  She  wants  to  see  a  local 
committee  that  would  have  some  significance  concerning  Irondequoit 
Creek.  Would  like  similar  organization  like  that  used  for  the 
Irondequoit  Hay  project.  Irene  had  suggested  some  time  ago  that 
an  irondequoit  Creek  Steering  Coinmill.ee  he  formed,  with  representation 
from  every  municipality.  Staff  cuts  in  Monroe  County  Planning  among 
other  reasons  eventually  led  to  this  being  dropped. 

Q.  When  would  we  start  this  steering  committee? 

A.  After  the  Corps  receives  approval  from  higher  authority  to  proceed 
with  the  study. 

Q.  When  would  the  modeling  start? 

A.  Depends  on  funding  for  FY79. 

Q.  When  would  modeling  be  completed? 

A.  Eighteen  months  after  starting. 

Q.  (Bob  Evans,  Brighton  Dept,  of  Public  Works)  What  are  the  local  costs 
associates  with  modeling? 

A.  The  Corps  did  not  have  adequate  information  on  this  because  it  is  net 
clear  who  will  do  what  on  a  continuing  basis.  $1000  per  town  master 
plan  total  is  a  rough  approximation.  Further  information  on  this  will 
be  sent  to  supervisors,  county  legislators,  and  environmental  boards. 
Bob  Evans:  The  model  shouldn't  dictate  no  development. 

Suggestions  arising  from  this  workshop: 

1.  Decide  early  who  will  manage  modeling  and  how  it  will  be  supported. 

2.  How  will  FIA  be  involved.  Since  more  than  just  Monroe  County  is 
involved  is  this  a  problem? 

3.  A  request  was  made  for  a  steering  committee  to  be  established  with 
each  town  from  the  watershed  represented.  (similar  to  the 
Irondequoit  Bay  Steering  Committee  and  previous  Irondequoit  Creek 
Steering  Committee  which  was  abandoned  due  to  Monroe  County 
Planning  Department  staff  cuts). 

4.  More  information  is  necessary  on  operating  and  maintenance  costs 
as  well  as  how  they  would  be  administered. 

5.  Community  Development  funds  or  CETA  funds  might  be  used  as 
financial  assistance. 

6.  Town  environmental  boards  should  be  considered  because  of  their 
increased  significance. 


7.  Towns  might  be  covered  by  the  State  for  half  of  their  costs; 
this  should  be  looked  into. 

8.  When  considering  recreation,  do  not  forget  open  sgff>|ce  and 
detention  areas  (attractiveness  model) . 

9.  When  considering  a  steering  committee,  make  clear  to  all 
involved,  the  other  uses  that  could  be  served. 


Note:  An  earlier  meeting  was  held  from  4:00  p.m.  -  6:00  p.m.  with 

John  Lamb,  Monroe  County  Planning  and  Frank  Keller,  NYSDEC  to 
discuss  the  capabilities  of  automated  modeling,  who  would  cost  share 
in  upkeep  and  especially  the  sensitivity  to  various  land  use 
changes.  Both  agreed  that  the  people  aware  of  this  modeling  expect 
a  system  responsive  to  small  land  use  changes  (100  -  500  acre). 

More  definitive  information  is  needed  especially  if  these  small 
changes  can't  be  addressed.  Specifically,  since  almost  all 
applications  for  new  development  are  under  500  acres,  now  do  they 
use  a  system  for  regulation  that  only  responds  to  changes  in 
thousands  of  acres? 
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* 

F.  J.  McShea 
Charles  A.  Philips  Jr. 
Frank  Keller 

Michael  May 

G.  James  Schrader 

Jonathan  Wells 
Patricia  A.  McElroy 

Chris  Ellison 

Howard  M.  Shapiro 
John  Lamb 

Douglas  A.  Fisher 
Lake  B.  Edwards 

Ann  G.  Hunt 
Irene  L.  Gossin 
Walter  B.  Kenyon 

James  A.  Clark 
George  Berg 
Timothy  Downing 


Fish  &  Wildlife 
Biologist 

Assoc.  Str.  Engr. 

Councilman 

Senior  Sanitary 
Engineer 


ORGANIZATION 

U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Service 

Erdman,  Anthony  Associates 

Town  of  Victor 

£ 

0 . E . C .  Avon 


Director  -  Building 
Department 

Town  Planner 

Planner 


Student  and  Xerox 
Lab  Assistant 

Consulting  Engineer 


Supervisor 

Supervisor 

Counci lwoman 

Supervisor 

Member  Macedon 
Planning  Board 

Engineer 

Doctor 

Dir.  D.P.W. 


Town  of  Irondequoit 
Conservation  Board 

Town  of  Perinton 


Town  of  Irondequoit 

Genesee/Finger  Lakes 

Regional  Planning  Board 

Penfield  Conservation 
Board 

Lozier  Inc. 

Monroe  County  Planning 
Department 

Town  of  Victor 

Town  of  Perinton  - 
Monroe  County 

Town  of  Perinton 

Town  of  Penfield 

Macedon  Town 

Mendon  Planning  Board 
Roch.  Comm,  for  Sci.  Info. 
Town  of  Pittsford 


NAME 

TITLE 

ORGANIZATION 

George  Costlch 

* 

Member 

Irondequoit  Town 
Conservation  Board 

Don  Glondys 

Project  Engineer 

McPhee,  Smith,  Rosenstein 
Engineers 

Ann  B.  Nelson 

Senior  Environ¬ 
mentalist 

Environmental  Management 
Council 

Bernice  S.  Clark 

Scott  D.  Sherwood 

Research  Analyst 

Center  for  Governmental 
Research 

Bruce  Berry 

Research  Scientist 

Brighton  Conservation 
Board 

John  Salisbury 

Engineer 

Town  of  Henrietta 

Tacky  Fields 

Roch.  Environmental  Comm. 

Kenneth  Peck 

M.S.R.  Engineers 

John  M.  Davis 

Deputy  Director 

Monroe  County  Division  of 
Pure  Waters 

Robert  M.  Barrows 

Director  of  Planning  Ontario  County  Planning 

James  Rhooner 

West  Brighton  Property 
Owners 

Schuyler  F.  Baldwin 

Chairman 

Perinton  Planning  Board 

Robert  Evans 

Dep.  Comm,  of 

Public  Works 

Town  of  Brighton 

Robert  Burger 

Commissioner 

Town  of  Perinton 

Paul  E.  Turner 

Retired 

Penfield  Conserv.  Com., 
S&W  Cons.  Dist. 

Philip  T.  Packard 

Engineer  - 
Telephone 

Pittsford  Village 

Dan  Kelly 

C  of  E 

Charles  Gilbert 


C  of  E 


NAME 

TITLE 

ORGANIZATION 

John  McCarthy t 

C  of  E 

Phil  Clark 

Engineer 

Clark  Engineers 

i»caEo-?i 


27  March  1978 


Tluxaas  P.  riehler,  Director 
Ee sources  Program,  Development 
Subdivision 

EYS  Dept,  of  Environmental 
Conservation 
59  Wolf  Foad 
Albany,  HT  12233 


Deer  Mr.  Itchier! 

Tour  letter  of  19  January  197S  regarding  modeling  at  Irondequcit  Creek 
was  very  encouraging  to  cn  la  sy  efforts  to  be  of  assistance  to  these 
cotnur.itics  within  toa  Corps  authorised  study  area.  ,• 

Considerable  work  has  been  done  since  January  to  develop  a  workable  and 
acceptable  nstlsod  of  land  use  evaluation  by  which  th-e  objectives  of  the 
Corps,  4-TSDEC,  and  the  local  communities  could  be  net.  Our  consultant  ' 
is  completing  e  data  gathering  contract  this  month.  Also  we  held  s 
public  workshop  meeting  oa  16  March  In  Iroadequolt  Creek  area.  ?esed 
on  v'nat  we  have  learned,  several  specific  alternative  modeling  techniques 
are  now  being  considered. 

Briefly,  1  would  like  to  rectioa  some  of  the  preliminary  findings  that 
have  rry  etteation  at  this  point! 

a.  The  towns  In  the  watershed  generally  recognize  tbs  need  for 
better  water  resource  planning,  particularly  the  effects  of  future  land 
development. 

b.  An  agency  such  os  the Tonros  County  Planning  Department  would 
be  one  possible  source  for  operating  sod  maintaining  a  lend  use  sodel, 
with  input  fre»  Ontario  County. 

e.  Tue  Corps  could  operate  and  maintain  this  model  subject  to 
approval  by  higher  authority. 


scbizy-'pu 

Thonas  P.  Elchler,  Director 

d.  k  watershed  Policy  Cowiittee  vould  be  necessary  to  assure  that 
the  tuxlal  is  being  used  properly  and  equitably  throughout  the  watershed 
and  that  proper  land  use  policies  are  established. 

a.  There  are  several  technical  options  evailablat 

(1)  Use  a  1. 15-acre  grid  throughout  the  watershed  and  address  flood 
danagc.3  sad  several  basic  environmental  indicators.  This  is  the  original 
Oconee- type  noJel. 

(2)  Use  a  4. 5- acre  grid  throughout  tha  watershed  and  a  structural 
survey  along  the  naln  str*-a.  This  approach  vould  provide  good  flood 
drtP.affs  analysis  fer  perhaps  20  nilea  of  r-nir.stena  but  would  only  be 
sensitive  to  largG  lend  nsa  changes  (.oinlciuat  2,000-10.000  acres). 

(3)  Uf.i  e  1.15-ocre  grid  «yst ev  throughout,  address  flood  ds.-npes, 
ar;d  provide  a  data  b«~e  for  establishing  c  cut:se  sod  effect  relation¬ 
ship  between  land  une  changes  and  weter  quality  Ir-.pacts.  Other  enviroa- 
ro.itnl  indicators  vould  ha  carried  in  the  ey.itt-r",  but  in.-etrean  water 
quality  impacts  froc  uon-polnt  sources  vould  be  far  nore  in-depth.  To 
accomplish  this,  &unrpling  programs,  additional  gaging  stations,  model 
c^lil ration  to  scaling  analysis,  and  eventual  effects  on  Troauequoit 
Icy  f  ist  be  considered.  The  Corps  iuvelvcnent  in  water  quality  depends 
or.  the  tsr.cds  expressed  by  FTSuF-C,  Tdocroe  County  Department  of  Health, 
and  also  by  dccisior.e  of  higher  Covps  authority.  The  cost  of  this 
approach  is  high,  and  calibration  ond  verification  of  such  Models  requlrs 
substantial  periods  of  tir-e,  usually  tvcc&ured  in  years. 

(4)  toother  technical  alternative  is  to  provide  the  traditional 

CcTt<s  Flood  Plain  fe-fc.nt  assistance.  This  includes  nor. structural 

ir.oar-virc3  such  es  flood  warning,  evacuation,  ond  f loodproof inr.  It  could 
also  involve  presentations  by  Corps  personnel  to  the  public  on  steps 
that  way  be  taben  to  help  lessen  flood  losses. 

With  this  information  in  aind,  I  sbV.  if  hYSDtC.  in  conjunction  with 
Kor-roa  County,  could  develop  a  specific  program  that  would  satisfy  your 
needs  and  also  be  compatible  frith  our  modeling  capabilities.  Of 
special  interest  to  t»a  is  whether  sampling  and  calibration  of  a  model 
could  b»  funded  under  Section  203,  P.L.  92-500,  in  FT  79,  and  whether 
01C  would  support  a  proposal  for  the  Corps  to  operate  and  maintain  a 
t-odel  under  our  Section  214  pregraa  with  Tew  Yorh  State.  You  say  recall 
that  va  discussed  the  possibility  of  Section  206  funding  support  for 
this  activity  during  our  meeting  In  your  office  last  14  October  and  that 


h'CSED-PH 

Thotsaa  P.  Elchler,  Director 

you  expressed  a  tentative  favorable  reaction  at  that  tlce.  It  would 
also  be  of  assistance  if  you  could  Identify  tbe  people  la  KYSDEC  that 
va  nay  be  working  with  Is  setting  up  a  model  oa  this  type. 

At  this  tine,  I  do  not  have  approval  to  undertake  the  lend  use  model 
discussed  above.  However,  if  yon,  Konroe  County,  end  affected 
emnlcipalltles  concur  In  its  potential  usefulness  to  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed,  1  will  modify  the  Plan  of  Study  to  Incorporate  the 
taodel  end  vill  seek  approval  from  isy  higher  authority. 

I  offer  the  assistance  of  ay  staff  la  developing  such  a  progress  and 
si  ncerely  hope  we  all  take  this  opportunity  to  prorote  an  Innovative 
approach  to  reduce  the  deterioration  of  our  natural  resources. 

Sincerely  youre, 


THOMAS  R.  BEAUS 

Lt.  Col.,  Corps  of  En^lreera  * 

Deputy  District  Engineer 

CF: 

Paul  Scleaeid,  Coordinator 
Avon,  iff  14414 

Russell  C.  Mt.  Pleasant,  Chief 
AlUcy,  iff  12233 
iflchael  O'Toole,  Director 
Albany,  KY  12233 
^^C?LD-PH 
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22  December  1977 


On  30  Kov>:;ber  1977  a  public  workshop  was  conducted  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  at  the  Konroc  County  Fans  4  Home  Center  to  discuss  the 
Irondoqnoit  Creek  study.  T1  e  prir.ary  reason  for  the  renting  vss  to 
explain  a  Corp3  program  to  assist  In  comprehensively  addressing  present 
and  future  flood  plain  ir.anage-.ent  and  water  quality  planning  within  the 
watershed. 

Host  of  the  tovn3  In  the  watershed  were  represented  as  well  as  various 
State,  county,  and  local  agencies.  The  Corp3  presentation  Included  an 
explanation  of  lend  use  uodeling  techniques  to  address  flood  plain 
canarertent  and  water  quality.  Enclosed  is  the  Preface  to  the  original 
Cconee  study  In  which  rodeling  techniques  were  developed  by  the  Corps 
Hydrologic  Engineering  Center  (KEC). 

The  value  of  the  HEC  nodel  is  its  ability  to  rapidly  and  economically 
evaluate  present  and  future  effects  of  lard  use  decisions  on  local  or 
basin-wide  land  developments,  Including  associated  impacts  on  selected 
environmental  concerns.  These  effects  slight  be  nea sored,  for  exam p  le,  in 
future  flood  heights,  sediment  or  nutrient  loadings,  or  habitat  values. 

Planners  have  long  recognized  the  need  for  systematically  evaluating 
the  ever  r.ore  complicated  process  of  best  land  use  planning,  hcvclop- 
=ent  generally  goes  its  own  way  because  no  one  can  quantify  the  effects 
of  that  development  without  a  sizeable  expenditure.  The  Corps  land  use 
model  was  designed  to  quantify  some  of  the  water  related  effects  on  a 
continuing  basis.  However,  the  model  is  only  a  neans  to  organize  data 
in  a  businesslike  fashion  so  that  community  leaders  and  planners  have 
an  objective  base  from  which  to  irnke  decisions.  Ideally,  conventional 
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planning  techniques  could  do  the  sane,  but  given  the  constraints  of  tine 
and  expense,  the  planner  could  rarely  provide  this  information  on  aa 
objective  consequence  approach. 

At  the  meeting,  a  representative  fron  New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  explained  how  the  State's  208 
planning  could  benefit  fron  the  Corps  land  use  modeling.  The  non-point 
sources  of  water  pollution  are  difficult  to  address,  but  with  this  model, 
s  base  to  determine  a  cause  and  effect  relationship  could  be  established. 

A  representative  of  the  county  of  Monroe  explained  their  water  quality 
work.  The  Corps  model  would  benefit  both  the  county  and  JJYSDEC  programs. 

A  result  of  the  meeting  was  an  agreement  to  poll,  via  this  letter,  con¬ 
cerned  agencies  and  communities  regarding  two  questions: 

1.  Do  you  agree  that  the  Corps  should  gather  Information  for  the 
purpose  of  estimating  and  defining  a  computer  r-odel  to  serve  flood 
plain  management  and  water  quality  planning  In  the  watershed? 

2.  What  type  of  conr.lttee  Is  needed  to  represent  the  various 
towns,  counties,  and  agencies  concerned  in  the  Trondequoit  Creek  study? 
Would  you  like  to  be  a  member  of  such  8  committee  or  have  someone 
represent  your  Interests? 

I  plan  to  have  a  consulting  firm  start  a  source  search  of  available 
lata  and  to  cake  an  institutional  analysis.  At  the  same  time,  we  will  be 
using  information  obtained  from  this  poll  letter  and  personal  contacts 
to  determine  vbat  type  of  corimlttee(s)  are  needed  to  coordinate  and  to 
make  decisions  regarding  this  study. 

It  would  facilitate  our  data  gathering  if  your  response  to  this  letter 
Indicated  the  taaterlal  available,  especially  what  you  could  provide 
related  to  the  following: 

1.  Detailed  and  updated  existing  land  use  information  including 
tax  zoning  caps,  highway  maps,  aerial  photography,  flood  plain  and 
drainage  maps,  aubhasln  and  environmental  maps,  resource  protection 
areas,  topography,  legislation,  ordinances,  policies,  and  Inventories 
of  these. 

2.  Detailed  future  land  use  Information  including  caster  plans  or 
other  projections  that  may  bs  available. 
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3.  General  information  which  pertains  to  existing  and  expected 
uses  of  natural  resources,  distribution  of  population,  transportation 
facilities,  recreation,  water  quality  work,  and  agricultural  practices. 

Of  special  Interest  to  us  are  people,  organisations,  agencies,  commit¬ 
tees,  groups,  etc.,  that  could  provide  the  above  information  or  can  make 
pertinent  comments  on  the  Information. 

I  hope  to  be  able  to  attend  the  next  workshop  personally  to  emphasise 
the  importance  of  your  participation  in  what  should  be  a  moat  innova¬ 
tive  and  comprehensive  water  resource  study. 

Sincerely  yours, 


1  Incl 
as  stated 


CF>- 
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I)/.  NT  EL  D.  LUDVIG 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Mstrict  Engineer 

t(  McCarthy 

Kelly  __ 


Baldl 


Gilbert 

Kallock/ 

Liddell 

Braun 


Ludwig 


Letter  sent  to  t'no  following 


Lr.Lc  Edwards,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Perinton 
31  St.  Main  Sc. 

Fairporc,  NY  14450 

Schuyler  Baldwin,  Chairman 
IV.rinton  Planning  Board 
el  a*  1.3 in  St. 

I- airport,  NY  14450 

Coorge  Keene,  Chairman 
r.*rir.ton  Co-nservatioa  Board 
HI  s.  !fain  St. 

Fairport,  KY  14450 

Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
lovn  of  Pitesford 
1 1  S.  Train  St. 

Pittsford,  NY  14534 

"d'/In  !iaaa,  Chair:;  Jin 
!'iet::ford  Planning  Board 
II  S.  Fain  St. 
rUtsford,  NY  14534 

John  Fish,  Chairman 
Pittsford  Conservation  Board 
11  S.  I'uin  St • 

Pittsford,  hY  14534 

:  alcolm  Strong,  Supervisor 
Tov-n  of  Victor 
C.j  13.  Main  St. 

Victor,  KY  14564 

Coorge  Hay,  Chairman 
Cons.  Advisory  Council 
1230  Titus  Ave. 

Rochester,  KY  14614 

Roberta  Barnes,  Supervisor 
• sonic  Temple  Bldg. 

Town  of  Kendon 
Koneoye  Falls,  KY  14472 


Janes  A.  Clark,  Chairman 
Kendon  Planning  Board 
Masonic  Temple  Bldg. 

Koneoye  Falla,  KY  14472 

Alcn  Vaala,  Cliaiman 
Kendon  Conservation  Board 
Masonic  Temple  Bldg. 

Koneoye  Falla,  NY  14472 

Irene  Gossin,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Penfield 
3100  Atlantic  Ave. 

Penfield,  KY  14526 

Lawrence  Dawson,  Chairman 
Penfield  Planning  Board 
31C0  Atlantic  Ave. 

Penfield,  NY  14326 

JsV--.es  Irish,  Chairman 
Per  field  Ccv.so.rva  tioa  Board 
3100  Atlantic  Ave. 

Penfield,  KY  14526 

Anna  Eundschuh 
40  Cobbles  Dr. 

Penfield,  KY  14526 

Philip  Packard,  Chairman 
PIttsford  Planning  Board 
21  K.  Kain  St. 

Pittsford,  KY  14534 

Thomas  Ryan,  Mayor 
City  of  Rochester 
34  City  Hall 
Rochester,  KY  14614 

Killian  Davis,  Chairman 
Rochester  Env.  Committee 
56  Lnkeshire  Rd. 

Rochester,  NY  14612 

Honorable  Fraok  J.  Horton 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Irvin  King,  Regional  Director 

NYSDEC 

P.  0.  Box  57 

Avon,  NY  14414 

Allan  Buddie,  Sr.  Uydr.  Engr. 

NYSDEC 

ISO  State  St. 

Elmira,  NY  14901 

Howard  oillan,  Chairman 
Victor  Planning  Board 
t>5  E.  Main  St. 

Victor,  NY  14564 

Bruce  Vandorvater,  Chairman 
Victor  Conservation  Advisory  Council 
i>5  E.  Main  St. 

Victor,  NY  14564 

Anthony  Della  Pictra,  Mayor 
Village  of  E.  Rochester 
3.14  Main  St. 

E.  Rochester,  NY  14445 

Alfred  Dezio,  Chairman 
L.  Rochester  Planning  Board 
314  7-5aln  St. 

E.  Rochester,  NY  14445 

Feter  McDonough,  Mayor 
Village  of  Fairport 
31  S.  15a in  St. 

Fairport,  NY  14450 

Joseph  T.  Car r,  Chairaan 
Fairport  Planning  Baord 
31  S.  Main  St. 

Fairport,  NY  14450 

David  Shepherd,  Mayor 
Village  of  Pittsofrd 
71  K.  Main  St. 

Pittsford,  NY  14534 


Robert  Barrows,  Director 
Ont.  Co.  Planning  Dept. 

120  M.  Main  St. 

Canandaigua,  NY  14424 

Raymond  Parrish,  Supervisor 
Town  of  West  Bloomfield 
RD  2 

Holcomb,  NY  14469 

Robert  Peterson,  Director 
Jayne  Co.  Dept,  of  Planning 
9  Pearl  St. 

Lyons,  NY  14489 

V’ayne  Scheik,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Kacedon 
7  Center  St. 

Kacedon,  NY  14502 

Mr.  James  KcShea 
Erdsnan  Anthony  Associates 
242  Andrews  St. 

Rochester,  NY  14604 

Wi Ulan  C.  Larsen,  PE 
44  Saginaw  Dr. 

Rochester,  NY  14623 

John  Ziegler,  Regional  Director 
Federal  Insurance  Administration 
26  Federal  Plaza 
New  York,  NY  10007 

Edward  Dolmen,  Supervisor 
Fish  L  Wildlife  Service 
NY  S  DEC 
PO  Box  57 
Avon,  NY  14414 

Lucier.  A.  Korin 
Monroe  County  Manager 

110  County  Office  Bldg. 
Rochester,  NY  14614 


VI 11 Inn  Lochner,  Supervisor 
To\m  of  Webstar 
1000  Ridgo  Rd. 

Webster,  Iff  14580 

William  KcCowan,  Chatman 
Ont.  Co.  Bd.  of  Supervisors 
Courthouse 
120  N\  ’lain  St. 

Canandaigua,  NY  14424 


Ronald  Schroedcr 

Conn,  for  Cons,  of  Znv.  Chairman 

475  Calkins  Rd. 

Henrietta,  NY  14467 

Donald  Doming,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Iroodequoit 
12 CO  Titus  Ave. 

Roches teT,  Iff  14614 


J'.ouer  Smith,  Chairman 
Ont.  Co.  Planning  Board 
120  N.  Main  St. 
Canandaigua,  NY  14424 


Richard  Dorn ail,  Chairman 
Ttoj-, dequoit  Planning  Board 
12S0  Titus  Ave. 

Rcohcster,  NY  14614 


Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Brighton 
2j0~!  Eli.vood  Ave. 
Rochester,  Iff  14624 


Amand  Plezinerill,  Supt.  of  Pub.  Works 
Village  of  E.  Rochester 
314  E.  I  la  in  St. 

E.  Rochester,  NY  14445 


Barnet  Levy 

Planning  board  Chairman.  Brighton 
2300  r.lrvood  Ave. 

Rochester,  Iff  14624 

Kirkwood  Personius,  Chairman 
Conservation  Advisory  Council 
2300  Elm-wood  Ave. 

Rochester,  NY  14624 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Henrietta 
475  Calkins  Rd. 

Henrietta,  NY  14467 

Albert  Scardetta 
Planning  board  Chairuaa 
475  Calkins  Rd. 

Henrietta,  iff  14467 

Nr.  John  Latah 

Monroe  County  Dept,  of  Planning 
301  County  Offico  Bldg, 
Rochester,  NY  14614 


Mr.  Jury  Stedinger 
Cornell  university 
Hollister  Hall 
Ithaca,  NY  14850 
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Meeting  Information 


Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  tributaries  enhance  a  very  attractive  watershed. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  recognizes  this  natural  resource  and  can  consider 
Federal  assistance  to  help  solve  such  water-related  problems  as  flood 
control,  water  quality,  and  recreation. 

The  following  constitutes  a  framework  for  the  meeting  under  which  the 
public  and  interested  governmental  agencies  can  address  those  problems: 

1.  Flood  Control  -  A  schedule  for  providing  flood  control  measures 
for  Panorama  Plaza  will  be  discussed.  Non-structur  =»1  measures  will  also 
be  considered.  Other  problem  areas  will  be  visited  upon  request  from 
the  public. 

2.  Land  Use  -  Should  standard  land  use  regulations  be  developed 
especially  for  runoff  and  flood  plain  use?  Extensive  computer  land  use 
modeling  and  its  value  to  planners  will  be  discussed.  This  modeling 
can  provide  base  data  for  evaluating  water  quality  and  other  concerns  in 
the  watershed. 

3.  Recreation  -  The  need  for  additional  park  areas  and  access  to 
the  Creek.  Sites  to  benefit  flood  control,  recreation  and  water  quality 
will  be  discussed. 

4.  Water  Quality  -  A  discussion  to  better  define  the  water  quality 
problems. 

Additional  information  will  be  distributed  prior  to  the  meeting.  Many 
of  the  communities  will  be  personally  contacted  for  information  related 
to  the  study. 

Date  30  November  1977,  7:30  p.m.  > 

Place  Farm  &  Home  Center,  Rro  II, 

249  Highland  Avenue,  Rochester 

For  further  information  contact: 

U.  S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Buffalo 
1776  Niagara  Street,  Buffalo,  NY  14207 
716-876-5454,  extension- -£244 
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s* 

TO:  Pile* 

1.  Date:  10  Hovenber  1977,  7:30  p.m.  ^ 

Place:  Parts  &  Eoae  Center,  Rochester 
Purpose:  To  explain  computer  node ling. 

Participants:  NYSDEC,  Monroe  County,  Town  Supervisors  end  Planners,  etc.  (approx. 
40  people). 

2.  Surraary:  Charlie  Bald!  chaired  the  meeting  and  John  McCarthy  explained  the 
mputer  modeling  ae  per  attached  speech.  We  told  the  group  that  their  specific  needs 

. ^11  under  flood  plain  management  and  water  quality  and  that  the  best  way  the  Corps 
can  start  to  address  these  is  through  a  model  of  the  watershed.  The  people  seemed 
generally  In  favor  of  this  approach  (exepet  Bill  Larsen).  DEC  and  Monroe  County 
spoke  In  favor  of  It. 

A  letter  will  he  sent  out  to  all  the  town  supervisors,  planning  boards,  etc.,  to  get 
more  specific  reactions  to  computer  modeling  and  to  find  those  In  favor  of  a  committee 
to  work  with  us. 

3.  Meeting  closed  at  10:00  p.m. 


Irondequolt  Creek  Sumary  of  11/30/77  Workshop 
Study  Manager  1  Mar  78 
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Study  Manager 
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Irondequolt  Creek  Workshop 
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J.  McCarthy 

D.  Kelly 
Pick  Burton 
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John  Lanib 
Ann  C.  Hunt 
June  M.  Arsencao 
Tl^i  Downing 
Henry  Corr.clea 
John  B.  B 1  euk 
Chester  Frederick 
John  Hubbard 
Dave  Ketchua 
Joe  Mo Cue 
Richard  Wiles 
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Ann  re Ison  _  Rod  c  k  +  20  Others 
Jlra  Hooper 


Bflo.  Disc.,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Bflo.  Diet.,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Bflo.  Disc •  i  Corps  of  Engineers 
Monroe  County  Health  Dept.  -  Lab 
NYSDEC  Avon 
NYSDEC  Avon 

Penfleld  Conservation  Board 
V.  C.  LArsen  Town  of  Perlnton 
Monroe  Covunty  Planning  Dept. 

Town  of  Perlnton 
Pit to ford  Fnv.  Board 
Town  of  Piltsford 
Town  of  Henrietta 
Lo/.ier  Engineer*  Inc. 

C.E.  JA  ABRAHAM 

Earth  Sciences  St.  College  3  Brockport 
Earth  Sciences  St.  College  3  Brockport 
Rochester  Rome  Rldrs.  Aasoc. 

Town  of  Brighton 
Town  of  Perlnton 
Town  of  Brighton 


\ 
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21  f.cptc  L  ‘.r  1977 


L'jcicn  A.  Morin,  County  Manager 
Cv :y  of  Mo.'.l'oq 
110  County  Office  building 
ho ekes ter,  I«Y  14614 


Dear  Mr.  Morin: 

Your  letter  cf  16  June  1977  ar.d  our  subsequent  reply  of  ?C  J\ty  1977 
generally  indicate  that  Monroe  County  aid  the  Corps  of  Ik  u- incur s  could 
work  together  in  developing  plans  under  the  I rondo quo it  C’v  !:  Ctuuy. 

Since  July,  v.-e  have  boon  formulating  a  plan  that  would  ».€f:  'tiv^ly 
address  the  objectives  of  the  study.  1  ask  for  your  cu  :  ..ns  on  this 
plan,  including  the  following  proposals  and  pcrsibilitics: 

a.  Sovelbpr-nt  of  Monstru-tturai  Study  Trope.— a  -  An  <. r.':,ir.ecr?r.g  and 
enviroomantal  team  would  contact  all  agencies,  counties,  cc  cities, 
etc.  and  e:gplaia  Corps  authority.  A  short  review  of  any  related  studies, 
problems,  future  needs,  or  new  legislation  would  be  made.  The  work 
found  appropriate  under  this  study  approach  would  co..priaa  a  rv; pi c  • ::it 
to  our  ilan  of  Study  and  endorsement  would  be  requested  from  the  State, 
counties,  and  towns. 

b*  Institutional  Analysis  -  An  institutional  analysis  appears 
especially  appropriate  in  the  study  area.  The  network  cf  agencies 
already  involved  is  complex.  The  study  would  identify  possible  roles 
of  the  various  agencies,  as  well  as  ongoing  programs  of  each.  The 
County  Environmental  Management  Plan  that  is  being  developed  may  be  an 
example  of  tni3. 

C.  Computer  Land  Use  Study  (Oconee)  -  Approval  of  an  Oconee  study 
by  higher  authority  is  still  pending  but  has  a  high  chance  of  approval. 
Local  contacts  would  be  needed  to  determine  where  and  how  local  govern¬ 
ments  would  use  this  planning  tool  for  land  use  planning.  The  study 
itself  includes  a  major  data  collection  effort  and  it  relies  on  local 
agencies  for  maps  and  other  information  to  prepare  a  computer  model. 
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Lucian  A,  Morin,  County  Manager 

v  i  .  "•».  ' 

d.  Structural  Measures  -  A  recent  damage  survey  at  Panorama  Plaza 
has  shewn  that  the  area  has  very  serious  flood  damage  potential.  The  V: 
Corps  will  develop  alternative  plans  (levees  and  detention  ponds)  to 
protect  the  area.  Local  groups  way  be  opposed  to  coma  structural 
measures,  but  with  good  coordination,  they  would  at  least  understand 
the  consequences  of  leaving  such  an  area  unprotected.  r  '  •  <■>  r.r . 

*;  *  *  t  —  •  .  *  .  »  .  . „  • 

c.  Land  Uce  Regulation  Activities  -  Standard  land  use  regulations  •- 
con  be  developed  for  purposes  related  to  tho  study  objectives.  Storm¬ 
water  detention,  sedimentation  reduction,  and  expanded  flood  plain 
regulations  and  floodway  delineation  are  possible  regulation  examples. 

■_*  *  '  ■  ■ 

f.  Recreation  -  Recreation  could  be  a  major  study  consideration  if-, 

supported  by  the  local  people.  The  Corps  could  aid  in  planning  the 
coordinated  development  of  existing  and  additional  parka  along  Irondequoit 
Creek  for  bicycle  and  hiking  paths,  picnic  grounds,  sport  facilities  and 
other  recreational  uses  that  could  minimize  future  flood  losses.  The 
enclosed  Buffalo  Metro  Study  is  an  example  of  the  extent  that  the  Corps 
may  study  recreation.  The  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  would  be  involved 
in  funding  and  implementation  of  new  facilities.  .  . 

•  »  »  \  ,  ' 

g.  Water  Quality  -  The  need  for  flow  augmentation  to  compensate  for' 
sewer  diversion  is  an  apparent  problem.  A  plan  could  be  developed  to  . 
address  this  in  coordination  with  plans  for  Areawide  Waste  Treatment 
Management  (Section  203).  The  influence  of  the  Barge  Canal  or  increased 
diversion  could  be  made  a  part  of  the .study. 

h.  Streambank  Erosion  -  The  extent,  causes  and  effects  of  streanbank 
erosion  could  be  studied.  Recommendations  could  be  made  for  improvement s. 

i.  Clearing  and  Snapping  of  Streams  -  An  inventory  of  conditions 
and  recommendations  on  clearing  and  snagging  streams  could  be  made. 

J.  Local  Plarailng  Assistance  -  Examples  of  assistance  the  Corps 
nay  offer  to  the  counties  or  towns  aro  given  below.  There  are  certainly 
many  other  local  programs  tliat  the  Corps  is  not  yet  aware  of. 

(1)  Master  plans  should  be  reviewed  for  effect  on  the  above  and 
other  water  resources.  The  Corps  could  provide  input  into  new  master 
plans. 

(2)  Hew  regulations  and  programs  by  various  agencies  that  relate 
to  study  objectives  could  be  reviewed  by  the  Corps  and  evaluated  as  to 
how  they  fit  into  tho  nonstructural  basin  plans,  for  example,  the  25-acre 
conservation  plans. 
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Lucicn  A.  Morin,  County  Manager 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  the  above  list  is  only  an  outline  of  the 
work  that  we  sea  at  this  time  without  benefit  of  a  coordinated  input 
effort  from  all  concerned.  This  task  would  be  undertaken  under  a.  above. 

I  suspect  that  if  you  endorse  such  a  program  by  the  Corpa  of  Engineers, 
that  the  Planning  Department  of  Monroe  County  would  be  called  on  to 
provide  considerable  staff  planning  time  to  the  study.  At  least  several 
days  a  month  would  be  desirable.  Possibly  a  meeting  on  this  subject 
could  be  our  next  step. 

I  certainly  plan  to  make  available  all  resources  under  my  authority  to 
assure  a  meaningful  study  of.  the  watershed.  Your  support  is,  of  course, 
imperative,  *•  •  •'''■■••  ■; 

t  Sincerely  yours,  ••  •  '  1  ’  •  '  ' • 


1  Incl 
as  stated 


CF:  ' 
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DCUAJJD  M.  LIDDELL 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 


McCarthy 

Kelly _ 

Gilbert 

Hallock_ 

Liddell 
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JtfftZttnbsr  1977 


Thomas  P.  Eichler,  Director 
Office  of  Program  Development 
New  Tork  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wolf  Road 
Albany,  NY  12233 


Dear  Mr.  Flchler: 

Recently  several  officials  of  towns  In  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  have 
requested  assistance  In  establishing  standard  land  use  and  flood  plain  regu¬ 
lations.  Under  the  authority  of  our  ongoing  Irondequoit  Creek  study,  we 
can  develop  typical  regulations  with  the  cooperation  of  the  state  and  local 
communities. 

I  ask  that  you  give  us  Information  as  to  the  role  that  NYSDEC  could  play  In 
such  an  effort.  1  understand  from  Informal  contacts  between  staff  members 
that  your  staff  would  not  be  able  to  take  on  additional  work  at  this  time 
but  possibly  the  work  could  be  done  through  my  staff,  consulting  engineers, 
and  your  review.  A  local  watershed  commission  may  need  to  be  established 
because  of  the  recent  fiscal  cutbacks  of  Monroe  County.  I  am  convinced 
that  Irondequoit  Creek  is  an  ideal  location  for  nonstructural  measures 
to  be  undertaken.  Flood  plain  management,  development  of  drainage  regula¬ 
tions,  and  computer  modeling  for  land  management  (Oconee-type  studies)  are 
the  specific  raeasures  for  this  type  of  action.  Study  funds  could  be  pro¬ 
gressed  for  these  activities  if  they  result  in  a  usable  product  of  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  flood  plain. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  NYSDEC,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  local  commu¬ 
nities  could  Join  In  m  workable  arrangement  to  provide  all  the  above 
services  for  the  future  benefit  of  the  watershed.  I  would  hope  that  we 
could  discuss  this  subject  In  the  near  future. 

May  I  have  your  views? 


C7: 
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Sincerely  yours,  McCarthy 

Kelly  _ 

Gilbert 

DONALD  M.  LIDDELL 

Chief,  Engineering  Division  Hallock_ 

Liddell 


_ d 


ls/2244 


NCBKD-PN 


15  July  1977 


Edward  0.  Holmes,  Regional  Supervisor 
Pish  &  Wildlife,  Region  #8,  NYSDEC 
P.0.  Box  57 
Avon,  NY  14414 


Dear  Mr.  Holmes: 

I  thank  you  for  your  letter  of  21  June  1977,  regarding  flood  management 
^ensures  for  Irondequoit  Creek.  As  the  potential  local  cooperator  and 
affected  party,  your  cocuvents  are  very  meaningful  in  our  study. 

Your  concern  for  fish  life  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  is  well  taken  and 
will  be  addressed  if  a  plan  for  channelization  and  levees  is  developed 
for  the  area.  If  Justified,  and  otherwise  acceptable,  a  channel  can 
probably  be  designed  which  would  not  be  detrimental  to  fish  life.  We 
will  coordinate  the  development  of  the  channel  design  with  you. 

The  Oconee  Computer  Modeling  that  you  refer  to  is  under  consideration  bv 
the  Corps,  to  determine  if  this  type  of  study  is  applicable  or  justifiable 
for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  Certain  demographic,  physical  charac¬ 
teristic,  and  other  criteria  must  be  mat  before  the  high  cost  of  this 
r^odeling  is  considered  appropriate.  A  decision  on  this  matter  is  expected 
before  the  Fall  Workshop  meeting. 

We  are  presently  beginning  a  survey  of  damages  at  Panorama  Plaza  for  the 
100-year  flood.  We  expect  this  will  reveal  s  much  more  serious  potential 
flooding  problem  than  is  now  generally  perceived.  If  this  is  true,  then 
structural  measures  for  the  area  will  become  strong  economic  choices. 

I  look  forward  to  seeing  you  at  our  Fall  Workshop. 

Sincerely  Yours, 


A 
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KEhSFTH  R.  HALLDCK 

Assistant  Chief  Engineering  DivisioHcCartby 

Kelly 

Baldi/ 

Gilbert 


Hal lock 
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30  June  1977 


Paul  M.  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Plttsford 
11  S.  Main  Street 
Plttsford,  NY  14534 


Dear  Mr.  Spiegel: 

I  thank  you  for  your  letter  of  27  May  1977  regarding  the  Irondequolt 
Creek  Study.  Your  letter  brings  out  several  points  that  I  vould  like 
to  make  comments  on  at  this  time. 

It  la  ny  understanding  that  the  "giant  cver-f loving  retention  pond"  you 
wrote  about  In  your  letter,  refers  to  the  largely  existing  condition 
above  the  Barge  Canal  on  Irondequolt  Creek.  7hi3  retention  pond  will 
not  be  one  of  our  first  considerations  under  this  study.  Tlood  control 
appears  to  be  very  well  served  by  the  present  condition  of  this  area 
Just  above  the  P.arge  Canal.  The  100-year  flood  outline  Indicates  that 
further  storage  above  the  100-year  outline  could  be  costly  in  relocations. 

Help  In  the  development  of  model  flood  plain  ordinances  for  townB  in  the 
watershed  can  he  a  function  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  but  through 
specific  requests  outside  of  this  study.  Development  of  interior  drainage 
control  is  a  local  responsibility.  Our  technical  assistance  is  generally 
limited  to  the  flood  plain  and  to  confined  problem  areas.  The  intent 
of  this  policy  is  to  aid  the  cotrejunities  while  not  being  in  the  enforce¬ 
ment  node.  Local  drainage  decision  making  properly  belongs  to  the 
county  and  town  governments.  We  do  not  intend  to  convince  municipalities 
to  ’’get  in  line"  with  their  drainage  ordinances. 

What  we  do  hope  to  accomplish  in  this  study  is  the  isolation  of  flood 
control  problems  and  the  developr^mt  of  alternative  solutions  with 
optimum  benefits  for  those  in  the  bt>3in.  Local  drainage  will  not  be 
studied  as  a  purpose  in  itself  hut  only  as  it  is  affected  by  a  project 
along  Irondequolt,  Allen,  or  Thomas  Creek. 


N'cnr&-ra 

Paul  M.  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
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It  la  my  intention  in  the  next  several  K.ontha  to  see  that  we  coordinate 
with  your  Town  and  others  to  better  understand  the  prospects  of  develop¬ 
ing  a  meaningful  project.  For  this  I  count  on  your  cooperation. 

Sincerely  yours. 


KEiniETH  R.  HALLO CK 

Asst.  Chief,  Engineering  Division 


CF: 

W.  C.  Larson,  P.E. 

/L'CBED-PN  McCarthy 


Kelly _ 

Gilbert 

Hallock 

Liddell 
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20  June  1977 


Lawrence  H.  Dawson,  Chairman 
Penfield  Planning  Board 
3100  Atlantic  Ave. 

Penfield,  NY  14526 


Dear  Hr.  Dawson: 

I  thank  you  for  your  letter  of  1  June  1977,  regarding  your  concerns  in 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Study.  I  regret  that  you  were  unaware 
of  our  28  April  meeting  but  you  are  on  our  mailing  list  and  an  announcement 
was  sent  to  your  attention  in  March. 

We  recognize  that  the  town  of  Penfield  will  probably  be  most  affected  by 
any  plan  chat  is  developed  and,  therefore,  your  support  will  be  instru¬ 
mental  in  this  9tudy. 

Your  concern  for  a  minimal  structural  plan  is  understandable  but  I'm 
sure  you  realize  that  our  designs  are  now  generally  based  on  providing 
100-year  protection,  consistent  with  FIA  policy.  If  a  structural  plan 
can  be  developed  that  is  economically  and  environmentally  suitable,  it 
will  then  be  up  to  you  and  others  to  decide  if  this  design  is  "beyond 
the  level  which  is  absolutely  essential." 

It  does  appear  to  us  that  a  suitable  and  acceptable  project  can  evolve 
through  the  consideration  of  levees,  channelization,  and  detention  areas 
at  various  sites.  Avoidance  of  the  flood  hazard,  as  you  say,  is  a  much 
more  desirable  means  of  reducing  damages  but  sometimes  this  is  not 
possible  In  cases  where  the  flood  plain  has  already  been  partially 
developed.  In  those  cases,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  can  provide  protection 
if  justified  and  locally  desirable, 

I  look  forward  to  working  closely  with  your  Board  and  your  Town  Supervisor 
throughout  this  study  and  hope  you  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  any  time 
that  questions  arise. 

CF: 

Mrs.  Irene  Gossin 
Penfield,  NY  14526 
[/NCBED-PN 


Sincerely  yours, 


McCarthy 


Kelly 


KENNETH  R.  HALLOCK  Baldi/Ollbert 

Asst.  Chief,  Engineering  Division 

Hallock 
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16  June  1977 


Howard  J.  Gillen,  Chairuen 
Victor  Planning  Board 
85  r.  Main  St. 

Victor,  NT  14564 


Pear  Mr.  Gtllaa: 

I  thank  you  for  your  letter  of  7  June  1977  regarding  the  Trondcqoolt 
Crook  study  and  for  your  Town's  continuing  interest  In  matters  related 
to  flood  control. 

A  final  Plnn  of  Study,  vhtch  has  been  recently  ap4.i\wed  by  our  higher 
authority,  ie  enclosed  as  requested.  I  have  also  enclosed  the  outline 
of  our  28  April  1977  meeting. 

Tour  opposition  to  structural  erasures  tn  your  Toon  la  veil  taken. 

I  assure  you  ve  do  not  Intend  to  study  such  censures  in  the  town 
of  Victor  because  of  your  upotvoam  location. 

The  last  paragraph  of  your  7  June  letter  Indicates  that  a  r\t scon- 
cop  ft  on  way  exist  concerning  the  Corps  sut'jorlty.  W<j  cannot 
"a;:-  -i head  an  effort  to  enact  uniform  lavs  in  all  affected  eoro- 
wjni ties."  In  matters  of  this  kind,  the  Corps  authority  is  airictly 
United  to  providing  technical  anslstance  when  requested  by  a  con- 
r.nuity  for  a  particular  local  vater  resource  problem.  Although  a 
guivral  lviv  >ntory  of  land  use  policies  Is  taken  within  the  basin  for 
the  feasibility  report,  this  la  only  an  attempt  to  identify  lovalop- 
\  f-nt  practices  between  Towns  or  Counties.  We  can  provide  ev.nplee 
of  rc-del  devel  oprent  Pi  ans  and  ir.ake  general  reco- ovulations  but  we 
do  not  "spearhead"  or  even  coordinate  their  Implementation.  The 
developmental  action  la  undertaken  by  the  Towns  or  Counties.  We 
tried  to  bring  this  idea  out  at  the  28  April  workshop.  We  also 
statc-d  that  downstream  structural  sr*o3.vurca  appeared  to  be  a  viable 
alternative  that  the  Corps  vould  study  further. 
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Howard  J.  Glllan,  Chairman 

I  hope  Chat  this  will  help  in  your  understanding  of  our  Ideas  and 
restraints  and  hope  you  call  on  ne  whenever  you  need  to. 

Sincerely  yours , 


2  Ind 

1.  POS 

2.  Outline  of  Meeting 


CP: 
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KEN  HALLOCK. 

Asst.  Chief,  Engineering  Division 

McCarthy_ 

Kelly  _ 

Baldi/Cllbert  _ 
Hallock 
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sv/2244 
16  May  1977 


Dear  : 

•hi  28  April  1977,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  held  a  workshop  in  Rochester 
to  deterrlne  the  general  desirability  of  certain  flood  control  measures 
in  the  Irondequoit  Crook  Watershed. 

As  a  result  of  this  meeting,  a  certain  outlook  was  established  for  the 
study  which  was  acceptable  to  the  limited  number  of  local  interests 
present.  Your  review  and  coi <  onts  arc  re,jues»"'d  on  the  sutirarized 
study  outlook  attached.  We  have  had,  to  date,  very  little  meaningful 
local  response  regarding  this  study.  1  hope  you  will  take  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  evaluate  your  position  on  the  subject  study  and  forward  your 
cor:  .cuts  to  this  office. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Tncl 

DONALD  M.  LIDDELL 

as  stated 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 

CP: 

McCarthy 

NCbO-Ph 

Kelly 

kaldi/ 
Oil!, art 

Vallock/ 

I.iddell 

IRON  DEQUOIT  GREEK.  WATERSHED 
Present  Flood  Control  Study  Outlook 
Hay~1977 


The  Corps  Is  now  In  the  preliminary  feasibility  stage  of  this  study. 

In  this  stage,  the  problems  are  clarified  and  alternative  solutions 
formulated. 

Originally,  20  damage  areas  were  identified.  A  survey  showed  that 
most  would  experience  only  minor  local  drainage  flood  damage.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  study  is  now  focusing  on  major  damage  areas  and  those  areas 
where  specific  requests  for  assistance  have  been  made. 

Recently  it  has  become  apparent  to  the  local  people,  who  have  shown 
interest  in  this  study,  that  the  Corps  non-etructural  assistance  would 
not  reduce  flooding  where  needed.  Non- structural  measures  cannot  be 
used  to  prevent  unwise  development  of  upstream  areas.  Continued  up¬ 
stream  development  will  invariably  produce  some  increase  In  the  rate 
of  runoff  to  downstream  communities. 

The  Panorama  Plaza  area  Is  the  most  flood  damageable  area  In  the  water¬ 
shed.  A  structural  plan  to  channelize  the  creek  and  construct  levees 
to  protect  the  area  will  be  developed,  including  the  cost-benefit  ratio 
for  this  plan.  The  feasibility  of  detention  areas  within  the  parks 
along  Irondequoit  Creek  will  also  be  investigated  as  an  alternative  or 
in  conjunction  with  channelization  at  Panorama  Plaza. 

All  of  the  20  damage  areas  mentioned  in  the  Plan  of  Study  will  be 
addressed  as  to  the  existing  flood  conditions.  No  further  study  of 
these  areas  will  be  made  unless  a  specific  request  is  made  by  the  town 
or  village  involved.  Local  input  in  this  study  up  to  now  has  been  too 
sparse  to  properly  ascertain  what,  if  any,  local  needs  there  are  in  many 
of  the  damage  areas. 

A  workshop  la  tentatively  scheduled  for  the  fall  of  1977  to  discuss  the 
above  and  other  coordinating  activities  relating  to  the  various  objectives 
of  the  study.  At  the  fall  meeting,  it  should  be  decided  if  there  is  any 
further  Federal  interest  In  the  watershed. 

The  continuation  or  eventual  termination  of  this  study  depends  essentially 
on  the  response  to  Buffalo  District  in  the  upcoming  months  from  local 
interests  in  the  watershed. 


list  of  addresses : 


Mr.  John  La»b 

*k>nroe  County  Dept,  of  Planning 
301  County  Office  Building 
Rochester,  WT  14614 

Richard  Vilee,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Brighton 
2300  ElrA^ood  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14624 

l'>r.  Barnet  Levy 

Planning  Board  Otalrman,  Brighton 
2300  Ml  wood  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14624 

Kirkwood  Pecsonius,  Chaiman 
Conservation  Advisory  Council 
2  300  Eli  wood  Avenue 
Rochester,  J CY  14624 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor 
Toun  of  Henrietta 
475  Calkins  Road 
Henrietta,  NY  14467 

Mr.  Albert  Scardetta 
Planning  Board  ChAirraao 
475  Calkins  Road 
Henrietta,  NY  14467 

Mr.  Ronald  SchtoeJer 

Corrs.  For  Cons,  of  Lav.  Chairman 

475  Calkins  Road 

Henrietta,  NY  14467 

Donald  Coding,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Troudequoit 
1260  Tit'fS  Avenue 
Rochester,  NY  14614 

Richard  Dom*lXt  Chairman 
Irondequoit  Planning  Board 
1230  Titua  Avenue 
Rochester,  NT  14614 


George  Bay,  Chairman 
Cons.  Advisory  Council 
1280  Titus  Avenue 
Rochester,  JfT  14614 

Squire  Tiugston,  Supervisor 
Masonic  Temple  Building 
Town  of  'fendon 
Honeoye  Falls,  NY  14472 

Ja.ies  A.  Clark,  Chairman 
Me  ad  on  Planning  Board 
Masonic  Ttuple  Building 
TToneoye  Falls,  KY  14472 

Alen  Valla,  Chalrran 
Btendou  Conservation  Board 
Masonic  Triple  Building 
lioaeoye  Falls,  NY  14472 

Irene  Cos  sin.  Supervisor 
Two  of  Penfield 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
Fenfleld.  NY  1«.526 

Lawrence  Dawson,  Chairman 
Penfield  Planning  Board 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
Penfield,  NY  14526 

Janes  Irish,  Chairman 
Penfield  Conservation  Board 
3100  Atlantic  Avenue 
Fenfield,  BY  14526 

Bake  Edwards,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Ferinton 
31  S.  Main  Street 
Fa  it  port,  NY  14450 

Schuyler  Baldwin,  Chairman 
Ferinton  Planning  Board 
31  S.  Main  Street 
Faitport,  NY  14450 

George  Keene,  Chairman 
Ferinton  Consul vat ion  Board 
31  S.  Main  Street 
Fairport,  N'T  14450 


Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Pitts ford 
11  S.  Kale  Street 
Pittsford,  NY  14534 

Edwin  Haas,  Chairman 
Pittsford  Planning  Board 
11  S.  Main  Street 
Pittsford,  NY  14534 

John  Fish,  Chairman 
Pittsford  Conservation  Board 
11  S.  Main  Street 
Pittsford,  NY  14534 

''alcoln  Strong,  r  .petvisor 
Town  of  Victor 
85  East  Main  Street 
Victor.  NY  14564 

Howard  Gil lan,  Cliairnan 
Victor  Planning  Board 
85  E.  Main  Street 
Victor,  NY  14564 

Bruce  Vandervater,  Chairman 
Victor  Conservation  Advisory  Council 
85  E.  Main  Street 
Victor,  NY  14564 

Auitliony  Della  Pietra,  Mayor 
Village  of  East  Rochester 
314  Main  Street 
East  Rochester,  WY  14445 

Alfred  D*zio,  Chairmen 
East  Rochester  Planning  Board 
314  Main  Street 
East  Rochester,  NY  14445 

Peter  McDonough,  Mayor 
Village  of  Fairport 
31  S.  Main  Street 
Fairport,  NY  14450 


Joseph  T.  Carr,  Chairman 
Fairport  Planning  Board 
31  S.  Main  Street 
Fairport,  NY  14450 

David  Shepherd,  Mayor 
Village  of  Pittsford 
21  N.  Main  Street 
Pittsford,  NY  14534 

Philip  Packard,  Chairman 
Pittsford  Planning  Board 
21  North  Main  Street 
Pittsford,  NY  14534 

Tho>;as  Fyan,  Mayor 
City  of  Rochester 
34  City  Kail 
Rochester,  NY  14614 

Beverly  Vaughn,  Chairperson 
Rochester  Planning  Board 
73  Dorchester  Road 
Rochester,  NY  14610 

Wtllisn  Davis,  Cliairnan 
Rochester  Env,  Cor.aittee 
56  L-iheshire  Road 
Rochester,  NY  14612 

Honorable  Frank  J.  Horton 
Congressman 

222S  Rayburn  Douse  Office  Bldg 
Vashington,  DC  20515 

Irvin  Kins,  Regional  Director 
N.Y.S.D.E.C. 

P.0.  Box  57 
Avon,  NY  1*414 

Allan  Buddie,  Sr.  Bydr.  Engr. 
N.Y.S.D.E.C. 

180  State  Street 
Elmira,  NY  14901 


Joliu  Ziegler,  Regional  Director 
Federal  Insurance  Administration 
26  Federal  Plara 
.New  York,  NY  10007 

Edward  Kolrees,  Supervisor 
Fish  4  Wildlife  Service 
N.Y.  S.D.E.C. 

F.O.  Sox  57 
Avon,  NY  14414 

Hr,  Lucien  A.  ?'«orin 
l  Son  roe  County  Manager 
110  County  Office  Building 
Rochester,  NY  14614 

Don  E.  Martin,  Director 
Itcmroe  County  Dept,  of  Flanning 
301  County  Office  building 
Rochester,  NY  14614 

Edvard  Seitt,  Supervisor 
Town  of  'Webster 
1000  Ridge  Road 
Webster,  NY  14580 

William  HcSovan,  Chairman 
Ontario  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Courthouse  120  North  Jialn  Street 
Canandaigua,  NY  14424 

F.ower  Smith,  Chairman 
Ontario  County  Planning  Board 
120  North  Main  Street 
Canandaigua,  NY  14424 


Robert  Feterson,  Director 
Vayne  County  Dept,  of  Planning 
9  Fearl  Street 
Lyons,  NY  14489 

Wayne  Scftelk,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Macedcm 
7  Center  Street 
TIacedon,  NY  14502 

Mr.  Larry  Stid 
Cviieaee/ Finger  Lakes 
Regional  Planning  Board 
Co'inty  Office  Eldg.,  Root*:  204 
Rochester,  :,Y  14014 

Hr.  Ja'oes  'he Shea 
Lrduan  Anthony  .Associates 
242  Andrews  Street 
Rochester,  NY  14604 

Hr.  Wi Ilian  C.  7.arsen,  PL 
44  Saginaw  Drive 
Rochester,  NY  14623 


Robert  Barrows,  Director 
Ontario  County  Planning  Dept. 
120  North  Main  Streat 
Canandaigua,  NY  14424 

Raymond  Parrish,  Super vdaer 
Tcvn  of  Vest  Bloomfield 
RD  2 

Folcomb,  NY  14469 


NCBED-PN  Xrondequoit  Creek  Workshop  Sunraary  of  Meeting 

XX  THRU:  Ch,  Eastern  Basins  Study  Manager  1  Mar  78 

Ch,  Planning  Branch  McCarthy /sw/2244 

Ch,  Engr.  Div. 

TO:  Files 

1.  Date:  28  April  1977 

Place:  Monroe  County  Farm  &  Horae  Center 
Purpose:  To  involve  the  locals  in  the  study. 

Participants:  See  attached  attendance  sheet. 

2.  Summary:  The  meeting  was  opened  by  C.  Baldi  who  outlined  the  scope  of  the  meeting. 
J.  McCarthy  commented  on  the  attached  study  summary  and  Corps  outlook.  There  was  dis¬ 
cussion  related  to  the  limiting  of  structural  solutions  to  those  mentioned  in  the 
summary.  It  was  clarified  to  Mr.  Cornales  of  Henrietta  that  other  areas  for  struc¬ 
tural  solutions  have  not  been  dropped.  Mrs.  Gossin  spoke  about  how  local,  State,  and 
Federal  agencies  were  all  avoiding  the  issue  of  increased  runoff  from  upstream  com¬ 
munities.  Someone  should  enforce  proper  development  and  agricultural  practice# 
upstrean  -  this  was  the  thrust  of  her  statements.  C.  Baldi  stated  that  these  matters 
are  looked  at  during  the  course  of  the  study. 

R.  Wade  presented  the  Corps  Flood  Plain  Management  Program  and  how  it  is  essentially 
outside  the  scope  of  the  study. 

After  soma  discussion  of  FFK,  the  meeting  returned  to  structural  solutions.  The 
impression  was  that  all  present  felt  that  structural  solutions  are  a  possibility  and 
should  be  studied  further. 

3.  The  reaction  questions  (attached)  •—•re  answered  and  the  meeting  closed  at  9:15  p.m. 


JOHN  MCCARTHY 
Study  Manager 


I RONDEQUO IT  CREEK  WORKSHOP 
28  APRIL  1977 

AGEJDA 


1.  UPDATE  ON  STUDY  STATUS, 

2.  PRESENT  CORPS  OUTLOOK  ON  STUDY, 

i 

A.  ELIMINATION  OF  DAMAGE  AREAS. 

b.  MAIN  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  OBJECTIVES. 

c,  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT  -  REACTION  QUESTIONNAIRE  (INCLOSED) 

3.  FLOOD  PLAIN  MANAGEMENT  DISCUSSION  (SEE  INCLOSURES). 


4.  CLOSING. 


Charles  L.  Baldi 
Ken  Orth 
Clement  McGhan 
Henry  K.  Corneles 
Philip  T.  Packard 
Ned  Holmes 
John  Lamb 
John  McCarthy 
Bob  Wade 
Dan  Kelly 
S.  J.  Kingston 
Irene  Cossln 


Representing 


Corps  of  Engineers 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Town  of  Victor 

Town  of  Henrietta 

Village  of  Plttsford 

DEC  -  Region  8  -  Avon 

Monroe  County  Planning  Dept. 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Town  of  Mendon 

Town  of  Penfleld 


CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 


BUFFALO  DISTRICT 


ROCHESTER  DEMOCRAT  £-  CHRONICLE,  ROCHESTER,  NY  -  4  APRIL  1977 


By  BOB  BICKEL 

A  new  regional  planning  board 
would  concentrate  on  regional  com¬ 
munication  and  action  rather  than 
reviewing  project  proposals,  according 
to  a  draft  re-organization  plan. 

The  draft,  which  was  approved  by 
the  interim  planning  hoard  at  a  meet¬ 
ing  in  Gonesco  last  week,  soon  will  be 
presented  to  a  meeting  of  legislators 
representing  the  eight  counties  in  the 


region. 

To  take  effect,  the  re  organization 
plan  must  be  approved  by  majority 
votes  of  the  governing  bodies  of  ail 
member  counties. 

Under  the  old  Genesee-Finger  Lakes 
Regional  Planning  Board,  top  priority 
was  given  to  reviewing  local  projects, 
providing  technical  assistance  to 
member  counties  and  performing 
studies. 

But,  according  to  the  plan,  these 


dutie>  will  take  a  back  seat  to 
encouraging  "  regional  dialogue  and 
action  “ 

The  size  of  the  staff  isn’t  spelled  out 
in  the  plan,  but  the  plan  refers  to  a 
relatively  small,  “streamlined"  slaff 
in  which  the  director  would  do  much 
of  the  work. 

"The  last  thing  I  want  is  a  Cecil  B. 
OeMilIe  production,"  interim  director 
Graham  Cox  said. 

Several  provisions,  such  as  a  pro¬ 
hibition  against  starting  any  protect 
until  all  local  funds  are  committed, 
are  intended  to  prevent  financial 
practices  which  Jed  to  the  downfall  of 
the  farmer  ’  vd  The  board  was 
disbanded  h-  ; car  after  acci. ululat¬ 
ing  a  3  mil'.e-n  deficit. 

During  the  first  year,  the  council 
would  have  a  budget  of  $70  h">5  03.  less 
than  Monroe  County’s  share  of  the 
previous  board's  budget  Ti  e  proposed 
budget  would  be  contributed  by  the 
eight  counties  as  follows:  $23,7)2  33 
from  Monroe:  $5  253  *73  each  from 
Yates.  Seneca  and  Orleans,  and 
ST.ttan  -15  each  from  Genesee,  Living¬ 
ston,  Ontario  and  Wavne 
P-.i-rd  on  1970  population  figures, 
the  board  would  cut  sist  of  eight 
county  bnord  of  supervisors  or  legis¬ 
lature  chairmen  and  the  mayor  of 
RocVster,  nine  citizen  representa¬ 
tives  from  the  eight  counties  arid  the 
city,  appointed  by  their  governing 
bodies  •  one  additional  county  legisla¬ 
ture  n. ember  from  Genesee  Living¬ 
ston,  Monroe,  Ontario  and  Wayne 
counties,  a  representative  from  the 
town  supervisors  association  and  the 
village  mayors  acs<> nation  in  Monroe 
Ccunty,  and  the  Monroe  County  and 
C.ty  of  Rochester  managers. 

Members  would  serve  three  year 
terms  without  pay 


NCBED-PN  /Irondequoit  Creek  Steering  Committee  Meeting 

XX  THRU:  Ch,  Eastern  Basin'/  Project  Manager  1  Mar  78 

Ch,  Planning  Branch  McCarthy /aw/ 2244 

Ch,  Engr.,  Div. 

TO:  Piles 

1.  Date:  16  December  1976,  7:30  p.m.  (See  Attachment). 

Place:  Monroe  County  Paro  &  Home  Center 

Purpose:  To  hear  FIA  speaker. 

Participants:  See  attached  list  for  previous  meeting. 

2.  Summary:  Mr.  John  Ziegler,  Regional  Director  of  the  Pederal  Insurance  Administra¬ 
tion,  explained  the  FIA  program  and  how  it  can  assist  in  flood  control.  Meetings  with 
all  the  towns  in  the  basin  are  scheduled  over  the  next  several  months  to  allow  the 
locals  to  comment  on  the  proposed  flood  insurance  maps. 

The  attached  announcement  for  the  upcoming  Corps  Workshop  vas  made.  It  was  brought 
out  that  the  Corps  flood  plain  management  program  is  no  more  than  the  incorporation  of 
the  FIA  program,  in  this  case,  unless  the  need  for  some  additional  service  is  identi¬ 
fied. 

During  questions  it  was  brought  out  that  structural  solutions  may  not  be  acceptable 
but  they  would  still  be  developed  to  some  degree  during  this  study.  Only  the  town  of 
Henrietta  mentioned  that  structural  work  could  be  acceptable.  I  mentioned  that  it 
seemed  to  me  that  no  one  wants  improvements  but  Just  to  keep  flooding  conditions  from 
getting  worse.  Mrs.  Gossin  and  the  others  agreed. 

3.  The  meeting  adjourned  at  10:00  p.m. 


JOHN  MCCARTHY 
Project  Manager 


IR0NDEQU01T  CREEK  WATERSHED  STUDY 


Meeting  Minutes 
December  16,  1976 


PRESENT 


Watershed  Community  Representatives 


Brighton: 


George  Gardner,  Planning  Board 


East  Rochester  Village:  Armond  Pizzingrilli 


Fairport  Village: 

■Henrietta: 

Irondequoit: 

Men don: 

Penf ield: 

Perinton: 

Pittsford: 

Rochester  City: 
Victor: 

West  Bloomfield: 

Staff 


Maurice  Rasbeck,  Public  Works  Superintendent 

Henry  Cornelius,  Town  Engineer 

George  Day,  Conservation  Board  Chairman 

Jim  Clark,  Planning  Board  Chairman 

Irene  Gossin,  Supervisor 

Bob  Fuller,  Director  of  Public  Works 

James  Smith,  Assessor 

Robert  Burger,  D.P.W.  Commissioner 

Tim  Downing,  Department  of  Public  Works 
James  McGarigle,  Environmental  Board 

Neil  Freedland,  Environmental  Planner,  DCD 

Malcolm  Strong,  Supervisor 
Kirby  Milton,  Planning  Board 

Raymond  Parrish,  Supervisor 
Jim  Tubbs 


Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning: 

United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers: 
Visitors  , 

Larsen  Engineers 

Ontario  County  Planning  Department: 

New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation: 


John  Aughenbaugh 
John  Lamb 

John  McCarthy 


William  Larsen 

Norman  Jensen 

Ned  Holmes 
William  McGregor 


c 


y i sitors 

Monroe  County  Environmental  Management  Council:  Cary  Olin 

Monroe  County  Department  of  Public  Works:  Richard  haws 

Robert  Oertel 

Monroe  County  Department  of  Health:  John  Felsen 

Richard  Burton 

Ontario  County  Planning  Department:  Norman  Jensen 

New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation:  William  McGregor 

Frank  Keller 


Organisational  Meeting  on  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Study  by 
NCBED-PN  the  Watershed  Steering  Committee 

XX  THRU:  Ch,  Eastern  Basin  Project  Manager  1  Mar  78 

Ch,  Planning  Branch  McCarthy/sv/2244 

Ch,  Engr.  Div. 


TO:  Piles 


1.  Date:  18  November  1976,  3:00  p.w.  (See  Attachment) . 
Place:  Monroe  County  Taro  &  Home  Center 
Purpose:  To  or'nnize  a  steering  committee. 
Participants:  "ie  Attachnent 


2.  Summary:  Mr.  Paul  Caune,  Corps  of  Engineers,  showed  slides  and  explained  Section 
404  of  the  Federal  Permit  Program.  Mr.  McGregor  and  Mr.  Keller  from  DEC  explained 
their  corresponding  program. 


Mrs.  Irene  Oossio  made  a  notion,  vhich  was  unanimously  passed  that  a  steering  committee 
be  forr.e.d  with  each  municipality  being  represented  by  a  member  to  be  nsr.cd  prior  to 
tbe  next  meeting.  It  should  be  noted  that  all  the  towns  iu  Monroe  County  that  arc 
involved  in  this  study  uere  present.  Moot  of  the  discussion  involved  flood  insurance 
and  ic  wa3  noted  that  all  the  municipalities  are  enrolled  in  the  Federal  Flood 
Insurance  Program.  However,  the  insurance  rate  maps  vill  not  l>e  available  until  next 
spring.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on  16  December  1976  and  will  address  questions  on 
flood  insurance  with  a  presentation  by  a  xHTD  speaker. 

3.  The  meeting  adjourned  at  5:00  p.m. 


JOHN  MCCARTHY 
Project  Manager 


r 


r 


9 


& 


C 


10T  I  CF.  of  i.-:ut  I  sr 

I RONDEQUO I T  CREEK 
"WAT  D<SHlip~sfUDY~ 

There  will  be  a  meeting  at  the  Monroe  County  Farm  and  Home  Center, 
Meeting  Room  1,  249  Highland  Avenue,  Rochester,  New  York,  on  Thursday, 
November  18,  1976,  at  3:00  P.M. 

SUBJECTS:  I.  Federal  and  State  Permit  Programs 

2,  Establishment  of  Watershed  Steering  Committee 

1.  As  of  July  I,  1977,  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
will  have  authority  to  regulate  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material 
In  all  waters  of  the  United  States  according  to  the  previsions  of 
Section  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  This  may 
affect  development  activity  In  the  Irondequolt  Creek  Watershed  and 
watershed  community  representatives  should  become  more  familiar  with 
the  program. 

Toward  this  end,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Chief  of  Regulatory 
Functions  (Permits)  Paul  Gouime  will  discuss  the  Corps'  jurisdiction, 
authority,  and  Implementation  timetable  of  Section  404.  Additionally, 
the  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  will 
explain  Its  own  activities  under  Article  15  (Protection  of  Waters) 
and  Article  36  (Construction  In  Flood  Hazard  Areas)  of  the  New  York 
S+a+s  Env? ronmental  Conse'-va+lon  law. 

2.  The  aspects  of  federal  and  state  permit  activity  regarding 
flooding,  erosion,  and  sedimentation  may  have  a  significant  Impact 
on  potential  devel opment  In  the  Irondequolt  Creek  Watershed.  In 
order  to  maintain  local  awareness  and  Input  Into  the  dec t s Ion-making 
process,  the  estab I  I shm,ent  of  a  steering  committee  of  watershed 
communities  Is  proposed.  it  Is  therefore  strongly  urged  that  a 
spokesman  for  each  affected  community  be  present  to  Indicate  the 
position  of  the  community  and  to  participate  in  the  watershed  -study 
activity. 

Due  to  the  Importance  of  the  subject,  watershed  communities  may  wish 
to  Invito  the  atfondance  of  their  local  engineer.  In  addition,  anyone 
Interested  Is  Invited  to  attend. 
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CORPS  Of  ENGINEERS  BUFFALO  NY  BUFFALO  DISTRICT  F/B  13/2 

IRONDEOUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED  NEW  YORK*  FINAL  FEASIBILITY  REPORT  — ETC(U) 
WAR  82 


Visitors 


Gary  01  in 

Richard  Laws 
Robert  Oertel 

John  Felsen 
Richard  Burton 

Nornan  Jensen 


William  McGregor 
Frank  Ke I i er 

John  Aughsnbaugh  briefly  outlined  the  trondoquoit  Creek  Study  now  under 
way  and  introduced  guest  speakers  Paul  Gaume  of  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  william  McGregor  and  Frank  Koller  of  the  Maw  York  State 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation.  They  respectively  indicated 
the  responsibilities  of  the  federal  and  state  governments  regarding  existing 
and  proposed  permit  granting  activity.  It  was  emphasised  that  municipal  In¬ 
puts  were  given  highest  priority  in  reviews  and  permit  granting,  and  that 
this  would  continue  as  overview  analyses  are  provided. 

The  motion  was  made  by  Mrs.  Gossin  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Wiles  that  an 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Steering  Committee  be  formed.  The  motion 
was  passed  unanimously.  A  second  motion  wes  made  by  Mrs.  Gossin  and 
seconded  by  Mr.  Gardner  to  have  affected  municipal itlus  appoint  an 
official  member  and  an  ail  ornate  member  of  the  committee.  This  motion 
also  passed  unanimously.  The  Monro©  County  Department  of  Planning  Staff 
will  advise  all  affected  municipality  ho3ds  of  this  and  request  rvames  of 
the  designees. 

The  fourteen  (14)  affected  municipal Itles  --  Indicated  on  the  attached  nap 
are: 

Brighton  (M) 

East  Rochester  Village  (M) 

Fai rport  V i I  lags  (M) 

Henrietta  (M) 

Irondoquolt  (M) 

Mac u 'on  (W) 

Men don  (M) 

Ponfleld  (M) 

Per  inton  (M) 

Flttsford  (M) 

Plttsford  VII laga  (M) 

Rochester,  City  of  (M) 

Victor  (0) 

West  Bloomfield  (0) 

(M)  *  Monroe  County 
(0)  =  Ontario  County 
(W)  »  Wayne  County 


Monroe  County  Environmental  Management  Council: 
Monroe  County  Department  of  Public  Works: 

Monroe  County  Department  of  Health: 

Ontario  County  Planning  Department: 

New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation: 


2 


Fnch  of  the  watershed  communities  Is  affected  by  the  national  flood  In¬ 
surance  program  mandated  by  the  Flood  Disaster  Protection  Act  of  1973. 

In  order  to  promote  hotter  understanding  of  the  program  and  its  Impacts, 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Flood  Insurance 
Administration  will  provide  a  program  speaker  at  the  December  16 
cvonlng  mooting. 
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,  YOU  ARE,  INVITED  Vo  A 


PUBLIC  WORKSHOP 


U.S.ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  V  «  .  (  IRONDFOliniT  rRFFK  STUDY 


IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED  STUDY 

Meeting  Minutes 
18  November  1976 

PRESENT 

Watershed  Community  Representatives 

Brighton:  Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor 

Gary  Shirley,  Building  Inspector 
John  Laird,  Commissioner  of  Public  Works 
Jane  Schmidt,  Conservation  Board 
George  Gardner,  Planning  Board 

Fairport  Village:  Maurice  Rasbeck,  Public  Works  Superintendent 

Henrietta:  Henry  Corneles,  Town  Engineer 

Irondequoit:  George  Day,  Conservation  Board  Chairman 
A1  Lathrop,  Conservation  Board 

Macedon:  Walter  Kenyon,  Planning  Board 

Mendon:  Squire  Kingston,  Supervisor 
Robbie  Barnes,  Town  Board 

Penfield:  Irene  Gossin,  Supervisor 

Perinton:  James  Smith,  Assessor 

Pittsford:  Tim  Downing,  Department  of  Public  Works 
James  McGarigle,  Environmental  Board 

Pittsford  Village:  Philip  Packard,  Planning  Board  Chairman 

Victor:  Malcom  Strong,  Supervisor 

Kirby  Milton,  Planning  Board 

West  Bloomfield:  Raymond  Parrish,  Supervisor 

Staff 

Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning:  John  Aughenbaugh 

John  Pettis 

United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers:  William  Zoeller 

John  McCarthy 
Paul  Gaurae 


Visitors 


Monroe  County  Environmental  Management  Council:  Gary  Olin 

Monroe  County  Department  of  Public  Works:  Richard  Laws 

Robert  Oertel 

Monroe  County  Department  of  Health:  John  Felsen 

Richard  Burton 

Ontario  County  Planning  Department:  Norman  Jensen 

New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation:  William  McGregor 

Frank  Keller 


N-O-T-l -C-E  O-F  M-E-E-T-l-N-G 


TO: 

FROM: 

OATE: 

PLACE: 

SUBJECT: 
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IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK 
WATERSHED  STUDY 
STEERING  COMMITTEE 


Potential  Committee  Members  and  Interested  Persons 

Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning 

Thursday,  October  21,  1976,  3:00  p.m, 

Monroe  County  Farm  and  Home  Center 
Mooting  Room  I 
2-49  Highland  Avenue 
Rochester,  New  York 

COORDINATION 

1 .  Purpose  of  Watershed  Study 

2.  Scope  of  Study 

3.  Role  of  Participants 

4.  Establishment  of  Steering  Committee 


Coordination  Meeting  on  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Study  by 
the  Watershed  Steering  Committee 


1.  Date:  21  October  1976 

2.  Place:  Monroe  County  Farm  and  Home  Center 

Rochester,  NY 

3.  Purpose:  To  organize  a  Watershed  Steering  Committee 

4.  Participants:  See  attached 

5.  Summary:  The  meeting  was  chaired  by  Mr.  John  Augenbaugh  of  the 
Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning.  Mr.  Augenbaugh  explained  that 
Monroe  County  was  only  to  act  as  a  coordinator  for  the  locals  on  this 
project.  He  then  turned  the  meeting  over  to  the  locals  whereupon 
Mrs.  Irene  Gossin  essentially  began  to  chair  the  meeting.  Mrs.  Gossin 
was  disappointed  in  the  turnout  for  this  meeting  and  convinced  those 
present  that  nothing  could  be  accomplished  without  far  more  representation. 
It  was  agreed  that  more  interest  could  be  developed  among  the  locals  if 

at  the  next  meeting  speakers  were  set  up  on  the  permit  programs  of  C  of 
E  and  DEC.  It  was  envisioned  by  Mrs.  Gossin,  and  agreed  by  the  others, 
that  after  the  permit  speakers  an  attempt  would  be  made  to  organize  a 
steering  committee  with  proper  representation  from  all  the  locals. 

6.  A  tentative  format  of  the  next  meeting  is  adjourned. 

7.  The  meeting  adjourned  at  5:00  p.m. 


I RONDEQUO I T  CREEK  WATERSHED  STUDY 


Meeting  Minutes 
October  21,  1976 

PRESENT 


Wat_er shed  Community  Represen tatl ves 

Brighton:  Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor 

Gary  Shirley,  Building  Inspector 
John  Laird,  Commissioner  of  Public  Works 
"'Kirkwood  Person! us.  Conservation  Advisory  Council  Chairman 

Mendon:  Squire  Kingston,  Supervisor 

Penfleld:  Irene  Gossln,  Supervisor 

Katharine  Zarlk,  Conservation  Board  Member 

Perlnton:  James  Smith,  Assessor 

George  Koone,  Conservation  Board  Chairman 

Victor:  Kirby  Milton,  Planning  Board 

Staff 

Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning:  John  Aughenbaugh 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers:  William  Zoeller 

John  McCarthy 

Visitors 

Monroe  County  Division  of  Pure  Waters:  John  Davis 
Ontario  County  Planning  Department:  Norman  Jensen 

1.  John  Aughenbaugh  said  the  Mcnroe  County  Department  of  Planning  func¬ 
tions  in  the  Watershed  Study  will  be  to: 

(a)  Provide  liaison  between  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Watershed 
Community  representatives  to  coordinate  informational  activi¬ 
ties. 

fb)  Update  the  Irondequolt  Creek  Linear  Park  Plan  to  Identify  lands 
that  have  been  developed,  acquired,  and  what  land  Is  available 
for  park  purposes. 


-2- 


2.  The  need  for  further  Informational  activity  to  describe  the  Impact 
on  potential  development  In  the  watershed  by  public  agencies  was 
discussed.  As  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Is  to  expand  Its  authority 
(Sec.,  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act)  to  regulate 
disposal  of  dredged  or  fill  material,  via  permit  procedure,  over  all 
waters  In  the  United  States  by  July  I,  1977,  the  considerable  poten¬ 
tial  Impact  on  watershed  development  should  be  noted.  It  was  there¬ 
fore  requested  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  prepare  a  persuasive  letter 
about  potential  Impact  to  all  affected  municipalities  regarding  the 
procedure.  This  would  be  followed  by  a  meeting  of  concerned  com¬ 
munities  on  or  about  November  18,  1976,  to  hear  a  descriptive 
analysis  of  the  program  by  a  Corps  representatl ve.  Considering 

the  significant  Interest  In  the  permit  procedure,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  "Problems"  meeting  will  be  deferred  until  December  of 
1976. 

Representatives  present  also  want  to  have  presentations  of  federal 
requirements  regarding  development  In  flood  hazard  areas  as  defined 
In  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program,  and  sewerage  In  the  Irondequolt 
Creek  Watershed.  Speakers  on  these  subjects  will  be  obtained  by 
the  Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning. 

3.  It  was  Indicated  that  regional  emphasis  on  the  three-county  water¬ 
shed  area  may  be  a  positive  step  In  coordinating  activity.  Thus, 
the  newly  re-established  Genesee/FI nger  Lakes  Regional  Planning 
Board  will  be  advised  of  the  study  and  Invited  to  participate. 


21  October  1976  -  Attendance 

Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor  and  3  staff  members 
Town  of  Brighton 

Squire  Kingston,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Mendon 

Irene  Gossin,  Supervisor  and  staff  member 
Town  of  Penfield 

Lawrence  Dawson,  Chairman 
Penfield  Planning  Board 

Jim  Smith,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Perinton 

George  Keene,  Chairman 
Perinton  Conservation  Board 

John  Augenbaugh  and  two  other  staff  members 
Monroe  County  Planning  Board 


William  Zoeller,  John  McCarthy 
U.S.  Array  Corps  of  Engineers 


Minutes  of  the  Public  Workshop  for  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Study  held  8/24/76 

A 

On  24  August  1976  at  7:30  p.m.t  a  public  workshop  wa  ?  held  at  the 
Brighton  Town  Hall  concerning  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Study  for  flood 
control  and  allied  purposes  within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

The  history  of  the  study  and  the  Corps  policy  pertaining  to  the  study 
efforts  were  explained  by  Corps  representatives.  The  main  purpose  of 
the  meeting  was  to  help  identify  the  existing  and  potential  water 
resource  related  problems  and  needs,  and  associated  alternative 
solutions  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes. 

The  workshop  was  the  first  of  the  many  planned  and  anticipated  workshops 
that  will  be  held  throughout  the  study. 

The  main  concern  established  at  the  workshop  was  that  the  need  existed 
for  better  land  management  throughout  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

Many  of  the  Town's  representatives  are  going  to  take  it  upon  themselves, 
through  the  Monroe  County  Planning  Department,  to  set  up  a  steering 
committee  to  help  coordinate  activities  during  the  study  and  to  make 
sure  that  all  affected  townships  are  active  in  the  study.  The  Corps 
of  Engineers  will  participate  as  technical  advisors  as  requested. 

It  was  promised  that  within  the  next  two  months  field  trips  will  be  made 
by  Corps  personnel  to  each  affected  township  to  gather  and  develop  all 
useful  information  pertaining  to  flood  control  and  allied  purposes  such 
as  erosion,  sedimentation,  recreation,  and  environmental  concerns. 
Additional  workshops  will  be  held  shortly  thereafter  with  the  local 
steering  committee  when  established,  along  with  other  agencies  and 
groups  such  as  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  NYS  Department  of  Environ¬ 
mental  Conservation  to  further  coordinate  study  objectives  and  procedures. 

No  specific  problems  or  needs  were  identified  at  the  meeting  except  for 
the  need  to  have  all  townships  involved  and  educated  towards  better 
land  management  usage. 


PUBLIC  WORKSHOP 
IRONDKQUOIT  CREEK 
24  AUGUST  1976 


NAME 

Jeanne  B.  Hutchins 
Louis  P.  DeVoe 

Trudy  A.  Pangretisch 
Irene  Gossin 
John  H.  Aughenbaugh 
Richard  Dymsza 
Jack  Buholtz 
M-  A.  Tanner 
Robert  Scott 
William  A.  Locus 
Richard  Wiles 
Squire  G.  Kingston 
A1  Kassel 
John  Laird 
M.  Miller 
Wm.  Zoeller 
Dan  Kelly 
Ken  Orth 
Charles  Baldi 


REPRESENTING 

Brighton  Councilwoman 
John  Stainton,  Commissioner 

Rochester  Department  of  Community  Development 
Monroe  County  Planning  Department 
Supervisor-Town  of  Penfield 
Monroe  County  Planning  Department 
Monroe  County  Planning  Department 
Wm.  Larsen,  P.E.,  P.C. 

Town  of  Irondequoit 

NYS  Department  Environmental  Conservation 

Councilman,  Brighton 

Supervisor  -  Town  of  Brighton 

Supervisor  -  Town  of  Mendon 

Director  of  P.W.,  Town  of  Pittsford 

Commissioner  DPW,  Town  of  Brighton 

Councilman  Town  of  Brighton 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Corps  of  Engineers 


NCBRD-PM 


lc/2245 

12  iu|ost  1976 


Dear  : 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  follow  up  on  our  request  for  contents 
regarding  the  Buffalo  District  Draft  Plan  of  Study  for  flood  control  and 
allied  purposes  in  the  Irondequolt  Creek  Watershed,  NT.  The  draft  plan 
of  study  was  sent  to  you  in  early  June  1976  by  my  predecessor.  Colonel 
Bernard  C.  Hughes. 

I  want  to  insure  that  all  Interested  individuals  and  agencies  have  an 
opportunity  to  express  their  concerns  and  opinions  concerning  this 
study.  The  Irondequoit  Creek  Study,  as  with  the  other  Corps  of  Engineers 
studies  which  address  water  resources  problems,  is  undertaken  to  develop 
solutions  which  promote  economic  development  and  enhance  environmental 
quality  both  in  the  study  area  and  in  the  nation  as  a  whole.  To  properly 
achieve  this  goal,  Che  interest  and  needs  of  citlsens  and  communities 
must  be  identified.  Further,  close  coordination  with  local.  State  and 
Federal  agencies  is  necessary. 

I  would  appreciate  hearing  from  you  in  this  regard  so  that  I  may 
incorporate  your  comments  in  the  Final  Plan  of  Study.  A  self-addressed 
envelope  is  provided  for  your  use.  Your  response  by  27  August  1976 
would  significantly  assist  us  in  our  task. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  study,  please  contact  my  study 
manager.  Hr.  William  Zoeller,  at  716-876-5654. 

Sincerely  youre. 


DANIEL  D.  LUDWIG  Zoeller 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer  kelly 

CF; 

NCBED-PN  Gilbert 

Hal lock 
Liddell 


Walker 


Orln  Leliiaan,  Cor-alssioner 
,,  MTS  Parka  and  Recreation 
/  303  South  Swab  St.  Bldg. 
^  Albany,  MT  12223 

Air  an  Grant,  Director 
t  /  Monroe  County  Parks  Dept. 
V  375  Vest Call  Road 
Rochester,  MT  14620 


Robert  Collins,  Director 
^  Konroe  Co.  Env.  Management  Council 
33  South  Washington  Street 
Rochester,  MT  14608 

Donald  Den  tug ,  Supervisor  *• 

/  Town  of  Trondequolt 
/  Town  Hall 

1280  Titus  Avenue 
Trondequolt ,  MT  14617 


Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
/Town  of  Flttsford 
[/'  11  South  Main  Street 
Pittsford,  MY  14534 

Squire  Kingston,  Supervisor 
1  /  Town  of  Menden  -  iO*tl- 

-  Masonic,  letnple  out  id  i  to 

Honeoye  Falls,  MT  14472 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor  - 

Town  of  Henrietta 
"  475  Calkins  Road  ^ 

Rochester,  NY  XSSB  \¥Wf 


Chairman,  Sierra  Club  of  Rochester 
i  /  45  Parker  Drive 
y  Pittsford,  MT  14534 


Director 

\  Ontario  Co.  Planning  Board 
[/  120  North  Main  Street 
Canandaigua,  MT  14425 

Lake  Edvards,  Supervisor 
i/.  Town  of  Perlnton 
V  31  South  Main  Street 
Pair port,  MT  14450 


Mr.  William  C.  Larsen 
\S  44  Saginaw  Drive 
Rochester,  MT  14623 


LETTER  WAS  SENT  TO  THE  FOLLOWING: 

Mr.  Robert  Billiard 
State  Conservationist 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
Rood  400 

700  East  Water  Street 
Syracuse,  HI  13210 

Willard  Cole,  Area  Supervisor  , 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Federal  Building 
Cortland,  NT  13045 

Mr.  Anthony  M.  Corblslero 
Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
Northeast  Regional  Office 
Federal  Office  Building,  Rooa  9510 
600  Arch  Street 
Philadelphia,  PA  19106 

Mr.  Robert  L.  Flint 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Box  5036 

Rochester,  NT  14627 

Peter  A.  Berle,  Corraissioner 

NYS  Dept,  of  Envlromaental  Conservation 

50  Wolf  Road 

Albany,  NY  12233 

Irvin  King,  Regional  Director 
NYS  Dept,  of  Environmental  Conservation 
P.0.  Box  57 
Avon,  NY  14414 

Raymond  T.  Schuler,  Corm las loner 
NYS  Dept,  of  Transportation 
1220  Washington  Avenue 
Albany,  NY  12226 


ViN30ia*Ul.  AR*> 


PUBLIC  MEETING 


on  IRONDEQUOIT 
1  CREEK 

At:  7:30  PM  m  Mo-ndcu^, fjum  14, 1976 

Pom.  241,  Pwjfieid  Jiqk  iclwl,  Jupt  School  Tbfum, 

Pmpeld,  Ijooh 

Pufrpoio:  TO  DISCUSS  POSSIBLE  MEASURES  FOR  FLOOD  MANAGEMENT  AND 
RELATED  WATER  AND  LAND  RESOURCES  NEEDS  IN  THE  IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  BASIN. 
PLEASE  TELL  INTERESTED  PERSONS  ABOUT  THIS  MEETING.  ATTACHED  IS  A  COPY 
OF  THE  DRAFT  PLAN  OF  STUDY  FOR  YOUR  REVIEW  AND  COMMENT.  PLEASE  PROVIDE 
ANY  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  TO  THE  BUFFALO  DISTRICT  OFFICE  BY  16  JUNE,  OR  AT 
THE  PUBLIC  MEETING,  ALONG  WITH  ANY  ORAL  COMMENTS. 


FOR  ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

BUFFALO  DISTRICT 
U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1776  NIAGARA  STREET  -  BUFFALO,  NEW  YORK, 
(716)  876-5454,  EXT.  234 


14207 
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NCBED-PH  29  Jum  1974 


Mr.  John  H.  Buadschuh 
1390  Harris  load 
fanfleld,  NT  1452* 


Daar  Mr.  Bundaehuh: 

Thla  la  la  reply  to  your  lettar  dated  21  June  1976  concerning  flooding 
problems  along  Commission  Ditch. 

flooding  problems  along  Commission  Ditch  will  be  considered  during  our 
study  of  flood  management  requirements  for  the  Irondequolt  Creak  Water¬ 
shed.  During  July  and  August  1976,  my  staff  will  conduct  several  work¬ 
shop  meetings  end  make  field  investigations  to  bettar  Identify  the  flood 
control  problems  and  associated  needs  within  tha  Irondequolt  Creek  Water¬ 
shed.  A  member  of  my  staff  will  contact  yon  to  dlseuee,  ftm  detail,  your 
concerns  on  the  Commission  Ditch. 

I  would  like  to  emphasise  that  It  will  take  a  number  of  yeere  for  eny 
flood  management  project  that  the  Irondequolt  Creek  Study  might  recommend 
to  actually  be  constructed.  Inclosed  for  your  Information  le  a  pamphlet 
that  describes  tha  Civil  Works  project  process.  We  are  currently  at 
Stop  5,  Tharafora,  local  efforts  with  technical  aselatance  from  ay 
office  may  prove  to  be  tha  most  advantageous  way  to  solve  your  flood 
problems. 

Inclosed  ere  your  elides  of  Commission  Ditch  which  I  am  returning  a a 
requested.  Thank  you  vary  much  for  making  them  available. 

Sincerely  yours , 


Inel  BERNARD  C.  HUGHES 

as  stated  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 


/ncbed-pn 


Zoeller 

Kelly 

Gilbert 

Hal lock 

Liddell 

Walker 

Hughes 


PUBLIC  MEETING 


IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK 


held  at 


Room  241,  Penfield  High  School 
High  School  Drive 
Penfield,  New  York 


taken  on 


Monday 

June  14,  1976 


7:30  P.M. 


APPEARANCES 


LT.  COLONEL  BYRON  G.  WALKER, 
Deputy  District  Engineer, 
Corps  of  Engineers, 


CHARLES  BALD  I, 

Assistant  Chief  Planning  Branch, 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

JOHN  ZORICH, 

Basin  Manager, 

Corps  of  Engineers. 


Eon»  J  Paczynski  Court  Reporter  2237  Stony  Po;nt  Road  Grand  island  New  York 


1  APPEARANCES:  Cont'd. 


2 


WILLIAM  ZOELLER , 
Study  Manager, 

Corps  of  Engineers. 


3 


t 


8 


KENNETH  ORTH, 
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■Heavy-  Rains  Rene wVrhreat 
of  Flooding  in' Area  - 


‘  •  •  By  NANCY  KREISLER  ;  i 

Swollen  creeks  and  rivers  which 
began  to  subside  yesterday  were  on 
(he  rise  again  early  this  morning  as  a 
•  new  rainstorm  moved  into  (he  area 
•Several  counties  surrounding 
Monroe  reported  some  road  closings 
and  wet  basements 'in  low-lying  areas 
Bjt  the  hardest  hit  Western  New  York 


'-Route  JOS  between  Routes  101  and  89 
in  the  toun  of  Tyre  was  closed  last 
night.  The  road  is  in  a  swampy  area 
where  water  and  jee  are  causing  the 
problems. 

Steuben  County  reported  that  Route 
‘352  was  closed  near  the'  Steuben- 
'Chemung  County  line  in  an  area  'near- 
a  creek.  Many  residents  in  Bath  also 
reportedly  needed  the  help  of  the  Lre 


community  was  the  resort  area  <4  -department  •  venter  day  to  pomp  gut 
Sunset  Bayern  Chautauqua  County  on  wet  basements.  ..  .  '  .X.  •'  -•  4 

the  shore  of  Lake  Erie  where  400  V-.jr;re  officials  "in  Lj  ons.^'aync 


persons  have  been  evacuated. 


County,  said  the  water  in  the  Barge 


The  National  Weather  Service  *  CanaI  at  the  top  of  the  banks  and 

issued  a  Hash’  flfod  uatch  early  this  f<w,d  fy‘'2’n  fo  overflow  if  the  ram 
moriing  for  bafka  and  Black  Creeks.  -  •'ontir.iad  Bit  the  officials  said  there 


■  momng  for  ftatka  and  Black  Creeks. 
Officials  in  LeRoy,  Genesee  Oiiuity, 
reported  some  Ceding  yesterday  as 


were  few  homes  there.  *•  ‘ 

Also  in  Wayne  County,  State  High- 


OatVa  Croak  overflewrd  its  banks.  But  u W  14  so,,;h  of  Yean  of  Lyons,* 
early  this  morning  off.riaN  said  that  -  was  retried  to '  be  surrounded  by( 
while  the  crtVk  was’  still  "high,-  r*>., ua(er  from  !he  Canandaigua  outlet,- 
homc-cwnors  had  tv-  n  evacuated.*  /  j  but  not  yet  flood  d  over.  -* 

.  ,  ,, 1  *  .  .  A  section  of  Route  81  south  of 

Tn  Loneoye  Fans  another  >ee  Jam  ■  Syracuse  w  as  also  rc-porvdly  closed 
s  ^used  some  n-.-’  rig-  near  On'ano  'f6r  a  ,jme.  . .  4  ,  ,  >  •. .  , 

Street  That  prpbJe.n  was  alleviated, ■  ‘  *  •;  ■ 

hew  ever,  whenfthe^am  bfoke^Jate  Civil  Dnfen.se  supervisors  in  Sala- 

•  yeste-dav  afternoon.  • mane  a,  Cattaraugus  County,  were 
>  In  Livingston  Couf/jv  flooded  roads  ^  carefully  watching  the  situation  there. 

'  continued  to  be  a  problem  earlv  this  .Authorities  said  no  one  bad  been 

morning  Route  258  in  Gro-e’and  was  -j^*5  10  °^,ja,e  >*•  hcuever- '  ‘ 
still  clo-ed,  as  well  as  Pioneer  Road,  The  National  Weather'  Service 
north  of  Groveland  Station  Pioneer  issued  a  ftc-h  fl;.d  watch  for"  the 
Road  "is  a  dirt  road,  but  reportedly  Southern  T.t-r  counties  and  forecast 
.Vavily  traveled  Route  63  between  m  derate  to  hravy  ram  at  times  But 
i.Pansviire  ‘and  Groveland  Station, (  authorities  there. sa:d  no  serious  prob- 

*  which  wav  c!«s-d  for  a  time  yr-ster-  lems  bad  yet  been  reported  • 

„cfay,  has  t* .  n^r' -  ipetvvj,  joh.-e  said.  -  _  — 

In  Wyoming  thonty.  pol.ee  reported 
,  that  they  were  carcftfijy  watching  the  o'" 
upper  Gen-see  Ri.er  pc  ar"  Port  age- . 
vilte  for  possible  Coding  c ordiLonv* 
but  none  hid  Ver.  r  <  ;<.f-t  ,-d  yet. 

/'■ci  County  pnh.-e  n-purhd  that  .’ 
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FINAL  FEASIBILITY  REPORT 


IRONDE QUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED 
NEW  YORK 


APPENDIX  G 
REPORT  AND  VIEWS 
OF  OTHER  AGENCIES 


U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Buffalo 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  NY  14207 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

50  Wolf  Road,  Albany,  New  York  12233 
Division  of  Regulatory  Affairs,  Room  514 


Robert  F.  Flacke 
Commissioner 


May  27,  1981 


George  P.  Johnson,  Colonel 

District  Engineer 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  NY  14207 


RE:  Final  Feasibility  Report  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed, 
DEC  #828-99-0080. 


Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 


The  State  of  New  York  has  completed  its  review  of  the  above-mentioned 
document.  It  has  been  determined  that  the  document  adequately  addresses 
those  environmental  issues  of  concern  to  the  State  and  we  support  the  Corps 
selection  of  Alternative  B  as  the  recommended  plan. 

Alternative  B  is  a  levee/f loodwall  plan  designed  with  a  selected  500- 
year  level  of  protection.  The  plan  will  include  the  incorporation  of 
environmental  and  recreational  enhancement  measures  into  the  completed 
project.  Alternative  B  will  have  a  beneficial  affect  on  the  area  in  that 
it  will  reduce  the  damage  that  has  resulted  by  recurrent  floodings. 

The  State  appreciates  the  opportunity  for  review  and  comment.  We 
request  the  opportunity  to  review  the  final  document  when  available. 
Comments  to  the  document  are  included. 

Very  truly  yours,  . 


Louis  M.  Concra,  Jr. ,  Director 
Division  of  Regulator)'  Affairs 


LMC:ERM/ssf 


cc:  J.  Corr,  E.  Wagner,  D.  Konsella,  D.  Blazer,  T.  Smith  (DOT),  file. 


COMMENTS 


Hydrology 

The  100-year  discharge  rate  used  in  the  Final  Feasibility  Report  (FFR) 
is  considerably  less  than  the  100-year  discharge  rate  presented  in  the  earlier 
Floodplain  Information  Report  and  the  Flood  Insurance  Study.  The  hydrologists 
that  prepared  the  FFR  have  carefully  analyzed  the  watershed  and  believe  they 
have  derived  the  correct  discharge  figures.  It  is  their  opinion  that  hydraulic 
losses  in  the  watershed  were  not  accurately  accounted  for  in  previous  studies. 

New  York  State  dees  not  disagree  with  the  new  values.  Presently,  the  hydrological 
analysis  is  being  reviewed  at  the  Division  level  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

If  the  Division  level  supports  the  District  analysis,  we  recommend  that 
the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  be  notified  since  the  flood  insurance 
mapping  will  require  revising  throughout  the  Ircndequoit  Creek  Watershed.  Revising 
the  100-year  v/ater  surface  profile  downward  reflecting  the  decrease  in  the 
100-year  discharge  rate  should  result  in  substantial  savings  in  flood  insurance 
premium  costs  and  may  have  an  impact  on  future  development. 

Design 

Concerns  have  been  expressed  regarding  the  incorporation  of  two  old 
culvert  structures  presently  used  as  pedestrian  crossings  only,  into  the 
project  as  hydraulic  control  structures.  It  has  been  determined,  however,  that 
the  project  will  function  as  designed  with  or  without  these  structures  in  place. 
During  the  interim  period  prior  to  their  removal,  the  design  discharge  capacity 
of  the  project  will  not  be  affected  in  the  event  the  culverts  become  blocked 
by  debris. 


Rep  1  acerr.ent  of  the  old  culvert  structures  at  a  later  date  with  smaller 
pedestrian  crossings  will  not  impair  project  discharge  capacity  or  its  structural 
integrity  as  outlined  by  the  Corps  hydrologists. 

The  State  recommends  that  the  use  of  the  levee  for  a  hiking  trail  and  as 
natural  bleachers  should  be  discouraged  and  that  the  Final  EIS  reflect  concerns 
for  the  problems  faced  by  the  maintaining  agency,  the  Town  of  Penfield. 

Maintenance 

The  State  fully  supports  the  following  maintenance  scheme  to  be  required 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers: 

1.  Ircndequoit  Creek,  left  in  its  natural  state,  will  function  as 
designed.  However,  debris  that  accumulates  in  its  channel  will 
have  to  be  removed  by  the  maintaining  agency. 

2.  Shoaling  at  the  confluence  of  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen's  Creek 
or  anywhere  in  the  project  reach  will  have  to  be  removed  when  it 
becomes  a  problem  hydraulically  or  threatens  a  component  of  the  flood 
control  structures.  The  COE  has  agreed  to  consider  working  a  threshold 
level  into  the  Operation  and  Maintenance  Manual  that  would  trigger 
removal  of  shoals  by  the  maintaining  agency. 

3.  The  improved  channel  along  Allen's  Creek  must  be  maintained  free  of 
woody  growth.  We  recommend  that  the  banks  be  stabilized  with  goby-matts 
or  similar  material  other  than  the  standard  type  of  rock  rip-rap.  It 

is  also  necessary  that  a  clear  area  at  least  15  feet  wide  be  maintained 
along  the  top  ob  both  banks  for  equipment  access. 

4.  In  the  area  of  the  proposed  park,  hydraulic  design  of  the  project 
anticipates  that  the  park  will  be  mowed.  If  the  park  should  not  be 
developed,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  maintaining  agency  to  mow  the  area 
at  least  once  a  year  to  keep  the  brush  from  developing. 
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COMMERCIAL  and  INDUSTRIAL  PROPERTIES  •  OPPICES  *  PLAZAS  •  APARTMENTS  •  MOTELS 


May  7 ,  1981 


S70  DaUwira  Avtnua 
Buffalo.  Now  York  14202 
716  •  886-021 1 


Department  of  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York 

Re:  Panorama  Flood  District 

Penfield,  New  York _ 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

This  letter  is  being  written  in  compliance  with  the  ten  day 
limitation  requirement  for  the  public  to  respond  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  planned  development  In  the  area. 

In  as  much  as  1  haven't  the  appropriate  names  of  the 
individuals  I  have  addressed  this  accordingly. 

1. )  First  of  all  I  would  like  to  express  the  position 
of  Panorama  Plaza  as  being  anxious  and  in  favor  of  any  type 
of  flood  prevention  for  the  safety  of  lives  and  property. 

2. )  We  feel  however,  that  the  current  contribution  is 
inadequate  and  should  be  proportionately  expanded. 

3. )  We  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  opposed  to 
the  method  being  proposed  for  the,  distribution  of  the  cost 
of  maintenance  of  this  berm. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  our  views  on  this 
matter. 

Very  truly  yours, 

BENDF.RSON  DEVELOPMENT  COMPANY,  INC. 

Ltk  C/u^-he/ 

Jack  Chesbro 
J  C / mkm 

cc:  Town  of  Penfield 

Chuck  Costich 


nfanninn  .  trir>  atir\r% 


/a  %  r  i  r%rt 


17  Parkview  Drive 
Rochester,  New  York  14625 
May  6,  1981 


Colonel  George  ?.  Johnson 
District  Engineer 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1775  Niagara  Street 
Euffalo,  New  York  14207 

RE:  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 

Final  Feasibility  Report 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

Pursuant  to  my  oral  concents  at  the  April  29th  public  meeting 
at  Fenfield  High  School  I  wish  to  offer  the  following  written 
renarks . 

The  selected  plan  calling  for  the  construction  of  levees  and 
flood  .'alls  (Alternative  3)  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
local  governments  and  the  State  of  New  York  because  of  the  high 
cost  rf  construction  and  the  additional  high  cost  of  annual  main¬ 
tenance.  The  cash  contribution  required  of  the  non-Federal  interest 
at  the  tine  of  construction  and  the  subsequent  requirement  that  the 
non-Federal  Interest  assume  the  responsibility  for  maintenance 
would  fall  most  heavily  upon  the  Town  of  Fenfield.  The  cost  of 
maintenance  alone  would  be  in  the  range  of  .J60,0C0  annually.  As 
the  forner  Supervisor  and  chief  fiscal  officer  of  the  Town  of  Fen- 
field,  I  must  state  flatly  that  the  Town  cannot  and  should  not  as¬ 
sume  such  a  burdensome  annual  obligation.  Supervisor  Bundschuh's 
suggestion  that  a  special  district  be  created  to  bear  the  annual 
costs  would  legally  require  an  affirmative  vote  an  1  is  not  likely 
to  succeed  for  the  reason  that  the  charges  apportioned  to  the  so- 
called  "benefited"  properties  would  be  rejected  as  being  exorbitant¬ 
ly  expensive. 

To  make  matters  worse,  as  you  revealed  at  the  meeting,  final 
costs  have  not  too  surprisingly  increased  already  by  >900,000.  It 
can  be  expected  that  by  the  time  the  project  were  to  be  authorised 
and  construction  begin, cost/ would  have  again  increased  greatly  thus 
bringing  the  benefit-cost  ratio  down  below  the  present  1.7  ratio. 

Is  I  expressed  at  the  meeting,  I  have  deep  concern  that  this 
project  and  the  current  Urban  Runoff  study  (both  Federally  funded) 
which  is  designed  to  prevent  the  pollution  of  Irondequolt  Creek  are 
at  cross  '-uraoses.  .1  large  structural  project  such  as  the  one  pro- 
rosed,  which  would  cause  a  loss  of  water  quality  due  to  sedimentation 
and  turbidity, would  be  counter-productive  to  the  goals  of  the  Runoff 
study.  It  is  my  susriclon  that  coordination  between  the  two  studies 
has  been  less  than  satisfactory. 

The  Feasibility  Resort  ( Ai  pendix  B  9  and  12)  states  incorrectly 
that  there  will  be  ns  future  development  of  the  l-anorasa  ?la  • 1  flood 
plain.  Although  such  is  to  be  fervently  desired,  there  has  been, 
in  fact,  an  application  before  the  Town  for  four  (4)  additions  to 
the  flaza.  The  correction  should  be  so  noted. 


\ 
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Ihere  can  be  no  question  that  protection  for  the  Panoruna  fleza 
area  Is  neeled.  The  question  is  how  if  ill  that  protection  be  pro¬ 
vided.  Jurely  the  nc-action  alternative  wnich  relies  on  flood 
warning ,  flocdproof  ln.g,  evacuation,  flood  insurance  and  flood 
plain  regulation  is  not  acceptable  -  particularly  in  a  town 
where  regulation  is  not  stringently  enforced. 

oince  the  dancrama  flood  plain  lies  at  the  foct  of  the  water¬ 
shed  '..'lth  flood  'water  originating  upstream  through  Thomas  Creek, 
Alien'';  Creek  and  Irondequcit  Creek,  it  would  seem  more  logical 
and  less  expensive  to  alio..'  flood  waters  to  overflow  onto  adjacent 
open  land  In  the  same  manner  as  the  annual  flood  overflow  in  El- 
llscr.  Park.  Land  for  the  purpose  could  be  purchased  in  the  upper 
reaches  of  the  watershed  at  much  less  cost  than  land  required  in 
the  Panorama  area  for  a  flood  project. 
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is  argued  that  waters  are  now  almost 
c  land  areas  upstream  and  that  there 
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fully  absorbed  in  tae 
would  therefore  be 
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>n  cc  ability.  I  offer  the  counter-argument 
that  waters  could  be  diverted  over  a  larger  acreage  than  presently 
floods  by  very  single  devices.  It  makes  much  more  sense  to  curtail 
flow  'nd  velocity  before  it  causes  damage  than  to  contain  raters  by 
massive,  disruptive  structures  later.  In  so  doing,  it  would  be 
"ossibl?  to  retain  vehicular  usage  of  the  Cli  Penfisld  Read  bridge 
which  is  -l.annei  for  pedestrian  use  only  in  the  Corps  plan.  Closure 
of  the  bridge  would  be  a  hard shim  tc  residents  and  businesses  in  the 
area  as  well  as  a  practical  problem  for  the  Town  during  the  snow 
plowing  season.  Diminution  of  flow  upstream  would  also  allow  proper 
access  to  the  Genesee  Conservation  league  which  is  allowed  only 
a  single  lane  read  atop  a  levee  under  the  Corps  plan. 

I  would  also  ;oint  out  that  acquistion  of  overflow  areas  up¬ 
stream  ccuid  add  a  recreational  component  to  a  flood  prevention  plan, 
-jthe  resulting  recreational  advantages  may  well  add  to  an  acceptable 
benefit-cost  ratio. 

The  April  29  meeting  In  Penfield  produced  no  speaker  who  en¬ 
dorsed  the  proposed  plan.  In  fact,  many  ex-resssa  concern.  Xy 
considered  opinion  is  that  everyone  recognises  the  necessity  of 
protection  tut  have  serious  doubts  about  the  selected  plan  as  rell 
as  its  financial  impact. 

It  is  possible  that  the  Penfield  Town  3oard  and  Konroe  County 
might  short-sightedly  mtejht  request  the  State  of  Ne  w  York  to  refuse 
:ein~  the  local  sponsor.  Should  that  happen,  and  there  is  no  alter¬ 
native  plan,  the  Corns  will  drop  the  project  completely.  The  result 
will  be  3375,000  spent  cn  the  latest  study,  and,  tc  make  matters  worse 
no  protection  for  the  businesses  and  residents  who  have  suffered 
siderotic  loss  in  past  floods.  Protection  is  needed.  The  Corps 

way  to  provide  it. 

.  more  creative  approach  utilizing 
upstream  retention.  The  Corps  can  and  should  dismiss  conventional 
fioed  oon.troi  methods  and  be  willing  to  explore  new  directions  In 
solving  the  Ironiequolt  Creek  flood  problem. 
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should  find  a  more  acceptable 
My  a- peal  is  to  request  • 


Very  tuly  yours 

h  « .*  *.«-  S' .  Cs* 
Irene  L.  Gcfssin 
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Buffolo  District 


Letter  to  the  Editor:  * 
Gossin  Comments  on 


Creek  Feasibility  Study 


y<> 

To  the  Editor: 


if 

!  I 


Pursuant  to  my  oral  comments  at 
the  April  29th  public  meeting  at  Pen- 
field  High  School  I  wish  to  offer  the 
following  written  remarks. 

The  selected  plan  calling  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  levees  and  floodwalls 
(Alternative  B)  is  not  in  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  local  governments  and 
the  State  of  New  York  because  of  the 
high  cost  of  construction  and  the  addi- 
tional  high  cost  of  annual 
maintenance.  The  cash  contribution 
required  of  the  non-Federa!  interest  at 
the  time  of  construction  and  the  subse¬ 
quent  requirement  that  the  non- 
Federal  interest  assume  the  respon¬ 
sibility  for  maintenance  would  fall 
most  heavily  upon  the  Town  of  Pen- 
field.  The  cost  of  maintenance  alone 
would  be  in  the  range  of  560,000  an¬ 
nually.  As  the  former  Supervisor  and  , 
chief  fiscal  officer  of  the  Town  of  Pen-  j 
field,  I  must  state  flatly  that  the  Town  1 
cannot  and  should  not  assume  such  a 
burdensome  annual  obligation.  Super¬ 
visor  Bundschuh’s  suggestion  that  a 
special  district  be  created  to  bear  the 
annual  costs  would  legally  require  an 
affirmative  vote  and  is  not  likely  to 
succeed  for  the  reason  that  the  charges 
apportiond  to  the  so-called 
‘‘benefited"  properties  would  be  re- 
jected  as  being  exorbitantly  expensive. 

To  make  matters  worse,  as  you 
revealed  at  the  meeting,  final  costs 
have  not  too  surprisingly  increased 
already  by  5900,000.  It  can  be  expected 
that  by  the  time  the  project  were  to  be 
authorized  and  construction  begin, 
costs  would  have  again  increased 
greatly  thus  bringing  the  benefit-cost 
ratio  down  below  the  present  1.7  ratio. 

As  I  expressed  at  the  meeting,  I  have 
deep  concern  that  this  project  and  the' 
current  Urban  Runoff  study  (both 


Federally  funded)  which  is  designed  to 
prevent  the.  pollution  of  Irondequoit 
Creek  are  at  cross  purposes.  A  large 
structural  project  such  as  the  one  pro¬ 
posed,  which  would  cause  a  loss  of 
water  quality  due  to  sedimentation  and 
turbidity,  would  be  counter-productive 
to  the  goals  of  the  Runoff  study.  It  is 
my  suspicion  that  coordination  bet¬ 
ween  the  two  studies  has  been  less  than 
satisfactory. 

The  Feasibility  Report  (Appendix  B 
9  and  12)  states  incorrrectly  that  there 
will  be  no  future  development  of  the 
Panorama  Plaza  flood  plain. 
Although  such  is  to  be  fervently 
desired,  there  has  been,  in  fact,  an  ap¬ 
plication  before  the  Town  for  four  (4) 
additions  to  the  Plaza.  The  corrections 
should  be  so  noted.  r  .» 

There  can  be  no  question  that  pro¬ 
tection  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  is 
needed.  The  question  is  how  will  that 
protection  be  provided.  Surely  the  no¬ 
action  alternative  which  relies  on  flood 
warning,  floodproofing,  evacuation, 
flood  insurance  and  flood  plain  regula¬ 
tion  is  not  acceptable  -  particularly  in  a 
town  where  regulation  is  not  stringent¬ 
ly  enforced. 

Since  the  Panorama  flood  plain  lies 
at  the  foot  of  the  watershed  with  flood  j 
water  originating  upstream  through  < 
Thomas  Creek,  Allen’s  Creek  and  j 
Irondequoit  Creek,  it  would  seem  I 
more  logical  and  less  expensive  to 
allow  flood  waters  to  overflow  onto  ; 
adjacent  open  land  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  annual  flood  overflow  in  Ellison 

Park.  Land  for  the  purpose  could  be  ] 
purchased  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the 
watershed  at  much  less  cost  than  land 
required  in  the  Panorama  area  for  a 
flood  project. 

It  is  argued  that  waters  are  now 
almost  fully  absorbed  in  the  available 
land  areas  upstream  and  that  there 
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would  therefore  be  insufficient  reten¬ 
tion  capability.  1  offer  the  counter¬ 
argument  that  waters  could  be  diverted 
over  a  larger  acreage  than  presently 
floods  by  very  simple  devices.  It  makes 
much  more  sense  to  curtail  flow  and 
velocity  before  it  causes  damage  than 
to  contain  waters  by  massive,  disrup¬ 
tive  structures  later.  In  so  doing,  it  ( 
would  be  possible  to  retain  vehicular  j 
usage  of  the  Old  Penfield  Road  bridge  i 
which  is  planned  for  pedestrian  use  on-  j 
ly  in  the  Corps  plan.  Closure  of  the  , 
bridge  would  be  a  hardship  to  residents 
and  businesses  in  the  area  as  well  as  a 
practical  problem  for  the  Town  during 
the  snowplowing  season.  Diminuation 
of  flow  upstream  would  also  allow 
proper  access  to  the  Genesee  Conser¬ 
vation  League  which  is  allowed  only  a 
single  lane  road  atop  a  levee  under  the 
Corps'  plan. 

•  I  would  also  point  out  that  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  overflow  areas  upstream  could 
add  a  recreational  component  to  a 
flood  prevention  plan.  The  resulting  j 
recreational  advantages  may  well  add  j 
to  an  acceptable  benefit-cost  ratio.  I 

The  April  29  meeting  in  Penfield  j 
produced  no  speaker  who  endorsed  the  i 
proposed  plan.  In  fact,  many  express¬ 
ed  concern.  My  considered  opinion  is 
that  everyone  recognizes  the  necessity 
of  protection  but  have  serious  doubts 
about  the  selected  plan  as  well. as  its 
financial  impact. 

It  is  possible  that  the  Penfield  Town 
Board  and  Monroe  County  might 
short-sightedly  request  the  State  of  j 
New  York  to  refuse  being  the  local 
sponsor.  Should  that  happen,  and 
there  is  no  alternative  plan,  the  Corps 
will  drop  the  project  completely.  The 
result  will  be  $375,000  spent  on  the 
latest  study,  and,  to  make  matters 
worse,  no  protection  for  the  businesses 
and  residents  who  have  suffered  con¬ 
siderable  loss  in  past  floods.  Protec¬ 
tion  is  needed.  The  Corps  should  find 
a  more  acceptable  way  to  provide  it. 

My  appeal  is  to  request  a  more 
creative  approach  utilizing  upstream 
retention.  The  Corps  can  and  should 
dismiss  conventional  flood  control 
methods  and  be  willing  to  explore  new 
directions  in  solving  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  flood  problem. 


Irene  L.  Gossin 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Northeast  Region 
15  State  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02109 


May  1,  1981 

Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 
Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Department  of  the  Army 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  reviewed  the  January  1981  draft 
environmental  statement  and  feasibility  report  (combined)  for  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  Monroe  and  Ontario  Counties,  New  York,  and 
offers  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

General  Comments 


The  draft  environmental  statement  and  feasibility  report  adequately 
addresses  most  existing  resources  and  describes  general  project  construction 
impacts.  The  report  also  addresses  the  requirements  of  other  necessary 
actions  having  to  be  in  compliance  with  associated  Federal  laws  and  policies. 

The  concerns  expressed  in  the  September  13,  1979,  comments  from  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  on  the  preliminary  feasibility  report  have  been 
addressed  to  our  satisfaction.  Also,  the  mitigative  measures  recommended 
in  the  December  16,  1980,  Final  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report 
have  been  adopted  into  the  project  plans. 

Specific  Comments 

Page  EIS-44,  paragraph  4.36  -  The  nature  and  extend  of  impacts  upon  the 
quarry  operations  at  Quarry  Lake  should  be  identified. 

The  report  would  benefit  from  the  insertion  of  a  paragraph  into  Section  4 
of  the  environmental  statement  regarding  mineral  impacts.  This  paragraph 
should  relate  to  mineral  commodities  and  the  in-the-ground  mineral 
resources  committed  to  the  project,  to  those  mineral  resources  mentioned 
on  page  20  of  the  feasibility  report. 

Summary  Comments 


The  Department  of  the  Interior  concurs  with  the  recommended  plan. 


Sincerely, 

William  Patterson 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

6274  E.  Avon-Lima  Rd.,  Avon,  NY  14414 
716-226-2466 


Robert  F.  Flacke 
Commissioner 

Eric  A.  Seiffer 
Regional  Director 


May  1,  1981 


Mr.  Tod  D.  Smith 
U.S.  Army  Engineer  District 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  NY  14207 

Dear  Mr.  Smith: 


DEC  828-99-0080 

Final  Feasibility  Report  and 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 


The  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  has  not  completed  its  review 
of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  and  Final  Feasibility  Report 
for  the  above-noted  project.  It  is  requested  that  we  be  granted  an 
extension  of  review  time  until  May  15,  1981.  You  will  receive  the 
Department's  response  on  or  prior  to  that  date. 

We  appreciate  your  attention  to  this  matter. 

Vecy  truly  yours, 

n  >!  jc»  .. 


RKS:mm 


Robert*  K.  Scott 

Sr.  Environmental  Analyst 

Regulatory  Affairs 


Murdock  Mackenzie- 
Attn:  Ed  Miller 
Frank  Keller 


Corps  of  Engineers 
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Buffalo  District 


Public  Meeting  to  Discuss 

Panorama  Antiflood  Plan 

o« '  • 


A  public  meeting  and  public  hearing 
were  held  Wednesday,  April  29,  at 
Penfield  High  School  to  discuss  the 
proposed  plan  for  flood  prevention  in 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed  near 
Panorama  Plaza.  > 

The  plan,  being  proposed  by  the 
Buffalo  District  Corps  of  Engineers, 
calls  for  alteration  in  the  creekbed 
around  the  confluence  of  Irondequoit 
Creek  and  Alien  Creek,  one  of  its  ma¬ 
jor  tributaries. 

The  bank  of  the  creek  will  be 
reshaped,  and  the  creekbed  and  bank 
will  be  lined  with  riprap  and  bedding 
material.  Riprap  is  filled  material 
which  will  slow  the  velocity  of  the 
creek  waters. 

A  three-foot  high  drop  structure, 
constructed  out  of  sheet  piling,  will  be 
placed  in  Allen  Creek  850  feet 
upstream  of  the  confluence  to  dissipate 
energy  and  reduce  creek  velocity.  In 
addition,  levees  and  floodwalls  will  be 
constructed  along  the  creek  as  further 
protection. 

The  cost  of  the  project  is  estimated 
at  $3,790,000.  Federal  sources  will 
cover  $3,170,000  of  the  costs.  There  is 
dispute  over  where  the  nonfederal 
funds  will  come  from.  In  addtion. 


there  will  also  be  a  cost  of  $60,000  per 
year  for  maintenance.  It  has  not  yet 
determined  who  will  pick  up  the 
maintenance  cost,  either. 

The  average  net  benefit  to  the  area  is 
estimated  at  $331,200  per  year.  This  : 
estimate  includes  the  possibility  of  i 
future  building  when  the  area  is  con¬ 
sidered  safe. 

The  Monroe  County  reaction  to  the  1 
proposed  project  has  been  mixed.  The  ' 
county  manager,  Lucien  Morin,  said 
that  the  plan  was  not  well  coordinated 
with  a  federally  funded  water  quality 
Study  which  is  under  way  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  watershed.  ! 

The  water  quality  study  recommen-  ' 
dations  include  a  reservoir  option. 
Reservoirs  were  considered  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  but  rejected 
because- none  of  the  sites  considered 
were  large  enough  to  be  effective  by 
themselves.  But,  according  to  a 
response  by  the  county,  the  reservoirs, 
combined  with  the  flood  protection 
plan,  could  have  multiple  benefits. 

Other  problems  brought  up  included 
a  need  for  definition  of  where  the 
nonfederal  funds  would  come  from, 
and  whether  or  not  the  benefits  were 
worth  the  expense.  ! 


IRONDEQUO IT  CREEK  WATERSHED  STUDY 
29  APRIL  1981  PUBLIC  MEETING 

Comment  Sheet 

The  purpose  of  this  comment  sheet  is  to  offer  you  an  opportunity  to  comment 
candidly  on  the  proposed  alternatives  to  provide  flood  damage  reduction 
measures  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  Please  state  if  the  statement 
is  your  opinion  or  if  it  represents  the  position  of  your  community/ organiza¬ 
tion.  The  Corps,  Buffalo  District,  will  use  this  information  to  document 
concerns  that  will  be  addressed  during  the  revision  of  the  final  feasibility 
report  and  environmental  impact  statement. 
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3  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


2  9  J981 


REGION  II 

26  FEDERAL  PLAZA 
NEW  YORK  NEW  YORK  10007 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 

District  Engineer 

Buffalo  District 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207  LO-1 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  and  the 
Draft  Final  Feasibility  Report  for  the  proposed  flood  protection  plan 
for  the  Panorama  Plaza  Area  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  Monroe 
County,  New  York.  As  described  in  these  documents,  the  preferred 
alternative  (Alternative  B),  the  levee/floodwall  option,  would  involve 
construction  of  several  thousand  feet  of  levees  and  floodwalls  along 
Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  (a  tributary  of  Irondequoit  Creek),  and 
would  also  require  channelization  of  900  feet  of  Allen  Creek.  The 
following  comments  regarding  the  project  and  its  conformance  with  the 
Section  404(b)(1)  guidelines  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  are  offered  for 
your  consideration. 

There  are  no  wetlands  in  the  immediate  project  area.  However,  aquatic 
habitat  will  be  adversely  impacted  by  the  placement  of  rip-rap  and  fill 
in  Allen  Creek,  and  wetlands  located  downstream  of  the  project  area  in 
Irondequoit  Creek  may  be  affected  by  increased  sediment  loadings  during 
project  construction.  The  Section  404  evaluation  included  in  the  EIS 
indicates  that  erosion  and  sediment  control  techniques  will  be  required 
during  project  construction,  and  that  various  fish  and  wildlife  pro¬ 
tection  measures  recommended  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will 
be  incorporated  into  the  final  project  design.  Based  upon  this,  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  concurs  with  your  determination 
that  the  project  is  environmentally  acceptable,  and  we  have  no  object¬ 
ions  to  its  finalization. 

In  accordance  with  EPA  policy,  we  have  rated  this  EIS  as  LO-1,  indicating 
our  lack  of  objections  to  the  project  (LO)  and  the  sufficiency  of  in¬ 
formation  (1). 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Anne  Norton  Miller,  Director/^2 - 

Office  of  Federal  Activities 


Corps  of  Englnoers 


PENBRO” 

POSTREPUBLICAN 

Pittsford,  N.Y. 
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Buffalo  District 


Our  Town 


By  Anna  Bundschuh  "'j 

Last  week  I  wrote  about  the  water 
quality  study  of  the  lrondequoit  water  - 
shed,  and  the  public  information 
meeting  to  be  held  Monday,  April  27. 
In  Our  Town  this  week,  I  want  to 
describe  the  flood  prevention  study  of' 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  | 
Panorama  Plaza  area,  but  because  it  is 
confusing  to  distinguish  between  the 
various  lrondequoit  Bay  and  Creek 
studies,  let  me  first  enumerate  them. 

First,  there's  the  lrondequoit  Bav 
opening  project  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  The  Corps  is  currently 
recommending  either  a  24’  lift  bridge 
or  the  severing  of  the  automobile 
bridge  at  the  opening  of  the  bay. 
County  Manager  Lucien  Morin  has 
laid  recently  that  the  county  will  not 
pay  the  local  share  of  this  project  until 
the  towns  surrounding  the  bay  redo 
their  zoning  to  provide  appropriate 
land  use  controls  in  the  bay  area.  Pen- 
field  is  the  only  town  so  far  to  have 
adopted  a  new  zoning  ordinance.  \ 

The  second  activity  under  way  is  the; 
lrondequoit  Bay  Plan  implementation 
committee.  The  purpose  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  made  up  of  officials  and 
citizens  from  the  four  towns  surroun¬ 
ding  the  bay,  as  well  as  county  and 
state  officals,  is  to  see  that  the  Ironde- 
quott  Bay  Plan,  which  is  a  land  use 
plan,  is  put  into  effect  through  town 
zoning  changes.  Another  issue  to  be 
considered  is  water  use  zoning  in  the 
bay  itself. 

A  third  study  is  the  water  quality 
study  in  the  lrondequoit  watershed  to 
determine  the  source  of  the  present 
pollutants  of  the  creek  and  bay  and  to 
recommend  management  practices  to 
reduce  these  pollutants. 

And  the  fourth  study  is  the  Corps  ot . 
Engineers  lrondequoit  Creek  Watersh-. 


ed  flood  damage  reduction  project.  A| 
public  hearing  is  scheduled  fori 
Wednesday,  April  29,  1981  at  7:30 
p.m.  at  the  Penfield  High  School  to 
review  the  corps’  studies  and  to  hear 
public  comments  upon  proposed 
levees,  floodwalls,  and  channelization 
along  lrondequoit  and  Allens  Creek  in 
the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  Excavation 
of  bank  and  bottom  material  is  involv¬ 
ed  in  the  proposal,  as  is  the  use  of 
stone  riprap  and  bedding  material. 

The  project  cost  in  today's  dollars  i 
estimated  to  be  S3, 790, 000.  The  corp^ 
calculates  the  annual  benefit  of  the 
project  to  be  S676.620  versus  an  an 
nual  cost  of  S345.400,  or  a 
benefit/cosi  ratio  of  1 .96. 

Of  particular  interest  and  concern  to 
Town  of  Penfield  officals  is  the  opera.t 
tion  and  maintenance  costs  which  W 
seen  to  be  town  charges.  This  wou<d  1 
amount  to  nearly  560,000  annually  for 
maintenance  of  the  levees,  floodwalls;: 
banks,  and  channels.  Sixty  thousands 
dollars  amounts  to  a  20  per  cent  in¬ 
crease  over  current  tow  n  expenditures. 
It  has  been  suggested  that  a  special 
benefitted  area  of  properties  within  the 
flood  plain  that  would  benefit  directly 
from  the  reduction  of  flood  damage, 
might  be  set  up.  Property  owners  in 
the  Panorama  ’  area  should  consider 
whether  proposed  annualized  benefits 
of  over  5600,000,  are  worth  the  local 
expenditure  of  560,000  for  flood  pro¬ 
ject  maintenance.  SJ 

Members  of  the  town  board  will  be 
attending  the  hearing  to  learn  more 
about  the  proposed  project,  and  to 
listen  to  citizens’ comments.  { 

A  100  year  or  500  year  flood  would 
cause  a  disastrous  situation  in  the 
Panorama  area.  The  corps’  proposal  is 
aimed  at  lessening  both  property 
damage  and  potential  loss  of  life. 

Anna  R.  Bundschuh, 

Supervisor 
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New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

6274  E.  Avon-Lima  Rd.,  Avon,  NY  14414 

716-226-2466 
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Robert  F.  Flacke 
Commissioner 
Eric  A.  Seiffer 
Regional  Director 


April  17,  1981 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 

District  Engineer  Re:  DEC  828-99-0080 

U.  S.  Corps  of  Engineers  C  of  E/Irondequoit  Creek 

Buffalo  District  Office  Monroe  County 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  NY  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

On  April  15,  1981,  members  of  my  staff  and  Richard  Konsella,  from  our 
Bureau  of  Flood  Protection  in  Albany,  met  with  Dave  McPherson  and  Todd 
Smith,  members  of  your  staff. 

The  purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  clarify  some  technical  points  so 
our  Department  could  provide  you  with  meaningful  review  comments  for  your 
Final  Feasibility  Report  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed  Study. 

A  key  issue,  that  arose  during  the  discussion,  was  the  roughness  factor 
for  overland  flow  used  for  routing  flows  through  the  damage  reach  (Panorama 
Plaza  area).  You  are  aware  that  timely  maintenance  is  required  to  assure 
that  the  protection  works  will  function  properly.  The  level  of  vegetal 
growth  control  in  an  overland  flood  area  is  crucial. 

It  is  not  clearly  understood  how  the  bridges,  which  are  to  be  retained, 
will  respond  under  flood  flows  and  particularly  if  clogged  with  debris.  The 
overland  roughness  factor  may  play  a  role  in  this  response. 

As  a  side  issue,  it  is  suggested  that  the  levee  may  serve  as  a  bike 
path  as  well  as  natural  bleachers  for  sports  activities. 

The  traffic  encouraged  by  using  the  levees  for  recreation  activities 
make  it  impossible  to  maintain  suitable  grass  cover.  A  well -maintained  grass 
cover  is  a  necessary  feature  for  levees  to  function  properly.  Our  State 
would  discourage  this  type  of  multiple  use  because  the  integrity  of  the 
levees  may  be  threatened.  Well -designed  points  of  crossing  are,  of  course, 
permissible. 
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We  don't  believe  that  Mr.  Brady,  of  your  staff,  was  consulted  about 
this  study.  In  addition  to  the  environmental  issues,  the  maintenance  of 
the  structural  works  is  equally,  and  perhaps  even  more,  important. 

Mr.  Brady's  consultation  would  have  perhaps  negated  some  of  our  obvious 
concerns. 

Mr.  McPherson  did  a  commendable  job  in  presenting  a  summary  of  the 
proposal.  Another  meeting,  perhaps  on  the  29th  of  April,  would  help  us. 
We  hope  that  a  way  can  be  found  to  reduce  the  economic  losses  to  the 
Monroe  County  communities. 

We  appreciate  your  assistance  with  this  important  program. 

Sincerely, 

J'-  -  r  /  ' 

O  u-t  l 

Eric  A.  Seiffer  ^  ^ 
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Executive  Office  Building.  10  North  Fitzhugh  Street,  Rochester.  New  York  14614/Phone  (716)428*5745 


April  1,  1981 


David  R.  MacPherson 
Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  NY  P.207 

Dear  Mr.  MacPherson: 

The  Monroe  County  Environmental  Management  Council  has  reviewed  the  draft  final 
feasibility  report  and  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  flood  control  in 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed. 

In  general,  we  believe  this  is  a  valuable  document.  All  of  the  significant  flood 
problem  areas  have  been  identified,  a  variety  of  management  alternatives  have  been 
considered,  and  the  proposed  measures  are  fairly  well  supported  by  the  information 
and  the  analysis.  We  are  particularly  impressed  by  the  thoughtful  design  of  the 
proposed  levee/floodwal 1  project  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area.  The  Corps  obviously 
made  a  strong  effort  to  preserve  the  character  of  Irondequoit  Creek  and  to  minimize 
the  adverse  effects  of  changes  to  Allen  Creek. 

However,  the  report  could  be  improved.  There  was  a  great  deal  of  extraneous  infor¬ 
mation  and  far  too  much  redundancy  which  made  the  report  much  more  difficult  to 
read.  There  were  also  many  errors  in  the  extraneous  information.  We  realize  that 
the  Corps  is  trying  to  be  comprehensive,  but  presenting  information  this  way  causes 
confusion  and  the  errors  leave  the  entire  report  open  to  suspicion.  We  strongly 
recommend  that  you  try  to  present  a  simple  statement  limited  to  relevant  information. 
It  may  also  be  worthwhile  to  bind  the  appendices  separately. 

The  watershed  boundaries  need  to  be  corrected.  White  Brook  passes  through  a  culvert 
under  the  Barge  Canal  and  joins  Thomas  Creek,  so  the  area  it  drains  should  be 
included  in  the  watershed.  There  are  also  several  streams  that  originate  in  the 
Town  of  Pittsford,  pass  through  the  Village  of  Pittsford,  and  empty  into  the  Barge 
Canal  (Streams  numbered  0-108-P- 113-3-13,  -3-13-2,  -3-13-2a,  and  -3-13-3).  The  area 
drained  by  these  streams  should  be  removed  from  the  watershed  (Either  the  Ithaca 
office  of  United  States  Geological  Survey  or  we  can  supply  the  correct  boundaries.). 
Of  course,  these  changes  will  require  revision  of  the  flood  discharge  analyses. 

Additional  information  about  the  alternative  of  reservoir  construction  would  also  be 
worthwhile.  The  comparison  of  available  storage  to  required  storage  for  various 
rainfalls  was  not  particularly  helpful.  The  following  would  be  more  useful: 


David  R.  MacPherson 
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April  1,  1981 


1.  Would  any  combination  of  reservoirs  significantly  reduce  flood  discharges  in 
the  Panorama  Plaza  area  or  other  problem  areas?  If  so,  approximately  how  much 
reduction  would  occur? 

2.  Approximately  how  much  of  a  difference  would  that  make  in  the  estimated  costs 
of  the  proposed  project  and  how  much  benefit  would  other  areas  receive? 

3.  What  would  be  the  approximate  costs  to  construct  the  reservoirs? 

With  this  information,  one  could  determine  the  cost  that  would  have  to  be  attributed 

to  purposes  other  than  flood  control  for  a  multipurpose  reservoir. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Chairman 


jnb 


LUC  I  E  N  A  MORIN 

COUNT*  HUflSIT 
DiNICTOT  OT  FINANCE 


no  COUNTY  OFFICE  BUILDING 
ROCHESTER  NEW  YORK  14614 


March  31,  1981 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 
District  Engineer 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

Subject:  Review  of  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Final  Feasibility  Report  and 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  above-mentioned  report.  It  has 
been  reviewed  by  several  county  agencies  and  their  comments  are  presented  in 
the  attached  statement  which  I  am  requesting  be  included  in  the  public  record. 

The  report  recommends  a  course  of  action  for  minimizing  the  frequency  and 
severity  of  flooding  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  This  includes  con¬ 
structing  a  series  of  levees  and  floodwalls  near  Panorama  Plaza  in  the  town  of 
Penfield  and  carrying  out  several  non-structural  flood  control  measures  in  the 
remainder  of  the  watershed.  In  general,  Monroe  County  supports  the  recommend¬ 
ations  in  the  report.  The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  recognizes, 
for  the  most  part,  the  extent  of  impacts  associated  with  the  recommended  plan 
and  identifies  appropriate  mitigation  measures.  We  do,  however,  feel  that 
the  Corps  of  Engineers'  study  should  be  better  coordinated  with  the  major 
federally  funded  water  quality  study  which  is  underway  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed.  This  study,  funded  under  the  Nationwide  Urban  Runoff  Program, 
will  investigate  several  measures  to  control  surface  runoff  pollution,  in¬ 
cluding  constructing  a  series  of  small-scale  reservoirs  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  study  should  give  greater  consider¬ 
ation  to  water  quality  improvements  being  investigated  in  the  NURP  study,  such 
as  the  reservoirs,  which  could  improve  water  quality  and  provide  recreational 
as  well  as  flood  control  benefits. 

Also,  implementing  the  flood  control  improvements  recommended  in  the  report 
depends  in  part  on  non-federal  participation.  It  is  important  that  the  report 
propose  specific  responsibilities  and  contributions  of  each  level  of  govern¬ 
ment  participating  in  the  project,  especially  those  related  to  the  construct¬ 
ing  and  maintenance  of  the  structural  improvement  near  Panorama  Plaza. 


These  comments  and  others  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  attachment. 
Once  again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed  Flood  Control  Study,  and  if  you  have  any  questions  on  these  comments, 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 
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please  contact  Don  B.  Martin,  County  Director  of  Planning  at  (716)  428-5475, 

Sincerely , 

Lucien  A.  Morin 
County  Manager 


LAM/ cm 
Attachment 

xc :  Don  B.  Martin,  Director,  Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning 
Dr.  Joel  Nitzkin,  Director,  County  Health  Department 
Gerald  McDonald,  Director,  County  Department  of  Engineering 
John  Davis,  Acting  Director,  County  Department  of  Wastewater  Management 
Anna  Bundschuh,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Pen  fie  Id 

Robert  Jonas,  Chairman,  Irondequoit  Basin  Water  Quality  Advisory  Committee 
Eric  Seiffer,  Director,  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Con¬ 
servation  -  Region  8,  Avon 

Gerald  Rider,  NURP  Project  Director,  New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation,  Albany 

Allan  Buddie,  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 
Flood  Control  Office,  Elmira 
William  Kappel,  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  Ithaca 


COMMENTS  BY  MONROE  COUNTY  ON  THE  BUFFALO  DISTRICT,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED 

FINAL  FEASIBILITY  REPORT  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


1.  We  feel  that  this  project  does  not  fully  consider  a  major  federally 
funded  water  quality  study  which  is  being  conducted  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed.  The  County  of  Monroe  and  the  State  of  New  York  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Environmental  Conservation  (DEC)  are  involved  in  one  of  30 
Nationwide  Urban  Runoff  Program  (NURP)  studies  being  conducted  across 

the  country  to  determine  the  significance  of  and  ways  to  control  pollution 
from  urban  runoff.  The  NURP  study  is  funded  by  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA) .  The  coordination  and  integration  of  the  NURP 
study  and  the  flood  control  study  must  be  given  greater  attention  in  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  report  so  that  limited  federal  resources  can  more 
efficiently  be  used  to  achieve  multiple  benefits  for  the  entire  Ironde¬ 
quoit  Creek  watershed.  One  of  the  pollution  control  measures  which  will 
be  evaluated  as  part  of  the  NURP  study  is  the  construction  of  small-scale 
reservoirs  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  These  reservoirs  could 
have  multiple  benefits  by  improving  water  quality  as  well  as  serving 
as  flood  control  structures.  While  the  Corps  of  Engineers  report  does 
consider  a  series  of  upstream  reservoirs  for  flood  control,  its  benefit/ 
cost  analysis  does  not  consider  the  water  quality  and  recreational  bene¬ 
fits  associated  with  such  structures.  Therefore  in  order  to  obtain  an 
accurate  picture  of  all  potential  benefits,  we  recommend  that  the  final 
Corps  of  Engineers  report  include  a  broader  evaluation  of  the  reservoir 
option.  To  help  in  this  evaluation,  data  on  the  following  would  be  useful: 

a.  Would  any  combination  of  reservoirs  significantly  reduce  flood 
discharges  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  or  other  problem  areas? 

If  so,  approximately  how  much  reduction  would  occur? 

b.  Approximately  how  much  difference  would  that  make  in  the  estimated 
costs  of  the  proposed  project? 

c.  What  would  be  the  approximate  costs  to  construct  the  reservoirs? 

With  this  information,  it  would  be  easier  to  determine  whether  or  not  multi¬ 
purpose  reservoirs  could  be  justified.  To  obtain  more  information  on  the 
water  quality  benefits  of  multi-purpose  reservoirs  or  on  the  NURP  study 
in  general,  please  contact  Mr.  Jerry  Rider,  New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation,  50  Wolf  Road,  Albany,  New  York  12233,  or  Mr. 

Robert  Gallucci,  NURP  Project  Manager,  Monroe  County  Department  of  Engineer¬ 
ing,  Rochester,  New  York  14614. 

2.  The  report  is  unclear  as  to  the  division  of  responsibilities  for  imple¬ 
menting  the  recommended  plan.  The  role  and  responsibilities  of  the  State 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (DEC),  Monroe  County  and  the  towns 

in  the  watershed  should  be  determined  as  soon  as  possible.  This  is  especially 
important  with  regard  to  the  non- federal  costs  and  on-going  maintenance 
responsibilities  associated  with  the  structural  improvements  at  Panorama 
Plaza  in  the  town  of  Penfield.  Since  the  benefits  of  the  proposed  Panorama 
Plaza  structural  improvement  are  local  in  scale  and  will  not  have  an  inter¬ 
municipal  impact,  it  would  not  be  appropriate  that  Monroe  County  bear  the 


costs  and  responsibilities  associated  with  this  improvement.  In  any 
event,  the  non- federal  costs  and  responsibilities  of  implementing  the 
entire  recommended  plan  should  be  determined  before  the  report  is  final¬ 
ized.  Monroe  County  is  willing  to  participate  in  any  meeting  aimed  at 
determining  these  responsibilities. 

If  a  recreation  trail  is  planned  as  part  of  the  proposed  park  behind 
Panorama  Plaza,  it  should  take  into  account  scenic  and  public  safety 
considerations.  A  trail  on  top  of  a  levee  that  slopes  off  into  concrete 
culverts  has  the  potential  of  being  unsafe,  especially  if  children  will 
be  biking  on  it.  A  preferable  alternative  might  be  locating  the  trail 
along  the  banks  of  the  creek.  This  would  be  safer  and  more  scenic. 

Monroe  County  will  be  glad  to  work  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Town  of  Penfield  in  reviewing  the  park  design  as  it  relates  to  the  proposed 
levees/ floodwalls  as  part  of  detailed  project  planning. 

The  watershed  boundary  should  be  revised.  The  following  changes  should 
be  made:  White  Brook,  which  drains  into  Thomas  Creek,  should  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  watershed;  and  an  area  south  of  the  Barge  Canal  in  the 
village  and  town  of  Pitts  ford  should  be  excluded  from  the  watershed  since 
it  drains  into  the  Barge  Canal.  These  changes  should  have  no  appreciable 
effect  on  the  conclusions  of  the  report.  For  more  information,  please 
contact  William  Kappel,  U.S.G.S.  -  Ithaca  at  (607)  272-8722. 

Two  county  facilities  -  a  sanitary  interceptor  sewer  and  a  related 
chemical  feed  building  -  would  be  located  within  the  levees /floodwalls 
proposed  near  Panorama  Plaza.  The  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
should  discuss  impacts  to  these  facilities  in  its  analysis  of  damage  to 
public  utilities  from  the  proposed  structural  improvement.  The  sanitary 
sewer  could  be  affected  by  flood  waters  entering  manhole  covers.  Also, 
safe  vehicular  access  must  be  maintained  to  any  manholes  which  fall 
within  the  proposed  levee/ floodwalls .  The  Pure  Waters  chemical  feed 
building  stores  sodium  nitrate  in  dry  bag  form  and  liquid  sodium 
hypochlorite  in  a  3000  gallon  below  grade  tank.  This  building  normally 
operates  during  the  dry  weather  periods  only.  However,  flood  waters 
could  potentially  damage  pumps,  motor  mixing  equipment  and  electrical 
switch  gears.  Also  the  stored  sodium  nitrate,’ if  damaged,  could  pollute 
Irondequoit  Creek.  Therefore  t'-a  Coras  of  Engineers  report  should  con¬ 
sider  options  and  costs  to  ■  •••>,  '  •'.■locate  the  chemical  feed  building. 

If  the  building  is  not  relocate'.',  safe  and  easy  access  must  be  maintained. 
For  more  information  on  the  county  sewer  facilities,  please  contact  John 
Davis  of  the  County  Department  of  Wastewater  Management  at  4 28-5377. 
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17.  S.  Courthouse  anrl  Federal  Building 
100  South  Clinton  Street,  Room  771 
Syracuse,  New  York  13260 

March  19,  1981 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 

District  Engineer 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Feasibility  Report  and  Draft  Environmental  Im¬ 
pact  Statement  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed,  New  York,  dated 
January  1981,  prepared  by  the  Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers.  Copies 
of  this  data  were  received  directly  from  your  office  and  through  the  Washing¬ 
ton  Office  of  USDA. 

The  following  are  our  comments: 

(1)  The  statement  on  page  27  of  the  Feasibility  Report  is  not  completely 

accurate  stating,  "Erosion  problems  are  few  and  localized . " 

The  localities  listed  appear  to  relate  principally  to  streambank  erosion. 
There  is  a  significant  amount  of  sheet  erosion  in  the  cropland  area  of 
the  watershed.  Another  source  of  sediment  is  that  resulting  from  earth 
disturbing  activities  related  to  construction  and  development. 

The  enclosed  Erosion  and  Sediment  Inventory  (1974)  is  an  inventory  of 
erosion  taking  place  in  New  York  watersheds  at  the  time  of  the  report. 
Data  is  summarized  in  the  report  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

At  the  time  the  report  was  prepared,  some  7,  499  acres  of  cropland 
showed  erosion  rates  averaging  8.41  tons /acre/yca  r.  Normally,  on 
cropped  soils  in  this  watershed,  erosion  rates' exceeding  three  tons  per 
acre  per  year  are  considered  excessive, 

(2)  Page  EIS-46,  paragraph  5.03 

The  statement  is  made  that  "Implementation  of  a  watershed  management 
program,  therefore,  remains  as  a  local  responsibility  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed."  You  may  be  aware  that  the  Monroe  County  Soil  and 
Water  Conservation  District  has  an  ongoing  program  implementing  proper 
soil  conservation  practices  for  all  of  Monroe  County.  The  same  holds 
true  for  the  Wayne  and  Ontario  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Districts  in 
their  respective  counties.  It  would  seem  logical  that  these  districts  be 
asked  to  provide  a  lead  role  in  implementing  a  watershed  management 
program  in  the  watershed  at  an  accelerated  rate. 
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Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 


March  19,  1981 


(3)  We  note  that  an  assessment  of  the  project  impact  on  prime  and  unique 
farmlands  has  been  made  and  no  adverse  impact  on  these  lands  is 
forccastc'd.  Included  with  this  memo  is  a  recently  released  map  of 
Monroe  County  which  shows  the  locations  of  prime  and  unique  and  im¬ 
portant  farmlands  in  the  county.  This  may  assist  the  Buffalo  District 
in  its  program. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  statement. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  A.  Dodd 
State  Conservationist 


Enclosures 

cc:  Norman  A.  Berg,  Chief,  SCS,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Office  of  Federal  Activities  (OFA),  EPA,  New  York,  New  York 

Arthur  B.  Holland,  Acting  Director,  NETSC,  SCS,  Broomall,  ^a. 

Warren  L.  Wittmann,  AC,  SCS,  Batavia,  New  York 

Jamon  K,  Baker,  DC,  SCS,  Rochester,  New  York 

John  J.  Rappa,  DC,  SCS,  Canandaigua,  New  York 

Frank  J.  Winkler,  DC,  SCS,  Sodus,  New  York 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

AREA  OFFICE 

«  107  DELAWARE  AVE.,  STATLER  BLDG..' MEZZANINE 

BUFFALO.  NEW  YORK  14202 


REGION  II 
26  Kcder.il  Plaza 
New  York,  New  York  10007 


March  20,  1981 


IN  REPU 

2. 


George  P.  Johnson,  Colonel 
District  Engineer 
D.O.A.  -  Buffalo  District 
Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Sir: 

Subject:  Draft  EIS 

Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 

Monroe,  Ontario  and  Wayne  Counties,  New  York 


This  letter  is  to  advise  you  that  we  have  reviewed 
subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  We  have 
not  identified  any  specific  deficiencies  or  conflicts 
with  HUD  Programs  at  this  time. 


In  addition  to  containing  extensive  technical  information 
on  the  watershed,  the  section  on  alternative  nonstructural 
solutions  is  enlightening  from  an  educational  perspective 
for  other  agencies  and  the  public. 


We  will  be  please^  to  review  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  j/hen  it  is  published. 


Area  Manager 


Krotenbero ,  Marvin 
Morgan,  Russell 


REFER  TO: 

IS 


cc : 


4 


Corps  of  Engineers 


BKTSHlO'f  • 
PlTTSrORD  POST 

Pitttf0'<*.  NX 
MAR  1?  81 


'  iaa>-v  JY*.r  *>osJ 
\M  O, 


Buffoio  District 


Allens  Creek  Residents 
Debate  Canal  Water  Flow 


“  ByJimGermer 

Residents  along  Allens  Creek  want  a 
continuous  flow  of  water  during  the 
hot  Summer  months.  The  Monroe 
County  Department  of  Health  says  to 
do  this,  polluted  water  must  be  siphon¬ 
ed  from  the  Barge  Canal.  After  a 
meeting  of  both  sides  Tuesday,  a  ten¬ 
tative  compromise  was  worked  out. 

MOre  than  20  persons  attended  a 
meeting  with  Richard  Burton, 
associate  chemist  with  the  department 
of  health,  to  hear  reasons  for  the  shut¬ 
down  of  siphonage  and  to  present 
views  for  continued  water  flow. 

Burton  quoted  data  generated  by  the 
department  pointing  to  the  fact  that 
the  quality  of  water  siphoned  from  the 
Barge  Canal  was  substantially  poorer 
than  the  quality  of  the  base  flow  water 
in  the  steam.  He  also  said  .the 
discharges  from  the  canal  attributed 
nearly  50  per  cent  of  the  nutrient 
loading  to  the  creek  and  to  Ironde- 
quoil  Bay. 

Many  of  the  residents  complained  of 
the  dry  conditions  created  last  Summer 
by  the  discontinued  siphonage.  They 
cited  a  decrease  in  wildlife,  insect  in¬ 
festation,  and  odor  as  problems  ex¬ 
perienced  last  year. 

Burton  described  a  pure  waters  pro¬ 
gram  which  spent  $150  million  to 
remove  the  pollutants  from  the  bay 
that  the  canal  is  putting  right  back  in 
with  the  Siphons  active.  The  depart¬ 
ment  is  also  conducting  a  study  to 
determine  the  effects  of  urban  runoff 
and  other  pollutants  on  the  stream. 

Burton  said  he  believes  urban  runoft 
contributes  m  excess  of  50  per  cent  of 
the  pollutants.  He  mentioned  past  pro¬ 
blems  with  the  development  of  the  Jef¬ 


facP/'/ecso  a/ 


ferson  Rd.  area  and  the  truck  stops. 

The  canal  has  had  three  siphons  in 
effect  since  1968.  They  were  opera¬ 
tional  at  all  times  from  April  to  Oc¬ 
tober,  to  augment  water  flow  to  the 
creek.  It  was  also  done  to  dilute  sewage 
effluent  from  the  Town  of  Brighton 
Allens  Creek  Sewage  Treatment  Facili¬ 
ty  below  Corbetts  Glen.  Discontinua¬ 
tion  of  the  operation  of  that  plant 
eliminated  the  requirement  for  flow 
maintenance. 

Burton  said  it  was  understood  that  if 
any  serious  problem  resulted  because 
of  returning  the  streams  to  natural 
flow,  consideration  would  be  given  to 
some  flow  augmentation.  He  said  the 
department,  and  he  personally,  had 
heaid  no  serious  complaints. 

Brighton  Town  Board  member 
Jeanne  Hutchins,  attending  the 
meeting,  said  she  had  received  many 
complaints  last  Summer  and  had 
directed  them'  to  the  public  works 
department.  Commissioner  Robert 
Evans  said  there  were  several  occasions 
last  Summer  where  the  water  quality  in 
the  creek  was  questionable,  and 
siphons  were  turned  on. 

Both  Burton  and  Evans  agreed  to 
open  the  small  siphon  around  mid- 
June  and  to  keep  a  steady  flow  of  10 
cubic  feet  per  second  of  water  from  the 
canal.  They  also  said  if  natural  flow  is 
adequate  the  siphon  would  Oc  turned 
off.  Most  of  the  residents  responded 
favorably  to  the  proposal. 

"We  try  to  keep  an  eye  on  the  water 
flow  at  all  times,"  Evans  said  "Wcare 
very  responsive  to  the  problems  of  the 
residents,  and  try  to  provide  them  with 
a  good  quality  water.  I  don't  want  to 
affect  the  people  (living  on  the  creek) 
or  the  county's  study  (urban  runoff.)" 

Burton  asked  that  people  let  him 
know  when  problems  arise.  He  said  he 
would  be  more  than  happy  to  come 
and  investigate  any  complaints. 


•Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 


WASHINGTON  20426 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


March  4,  1981 


Mr.  George  P.  Johnson 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Army 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Mr.  Johnson: 

I  am  replying  to  your  request  of  January  30,  1980  to  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  for  comments  on  the  Final 
Feasibility  Report  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  This  Feasibility  Report  and  EIS 
has  been  reviewed  by  appropriate  FERC  staff  components  upon 
whose  evaluation  this  response  is  based. 

This  staff  concentrates  its  review  of  other  agencies'  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  statements  basically  on  those  areas  of  the 
electric  power,  natural  gas,  and  oil  pipeline  industries  for 
which  the  Commission  has  jurisdiction  by  law,  or  where  staff 
has  special  expertise  in  evaluating  environmental  impacts  in- 
voled  with  the  proposed  action.  It  does  not  appear  that  there 
would  be  any  significant  impacts  in  these  areas  of  concern  nor 
serious  conflicts  with  this  agency's  responsibilities  should 
this  action  be  undertaken. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  statement. 

Sincerely, 


Jack  M.  Hememann 

Advisor  on  Environmental  Quality 


State  of  New  York 
Parks  and  Recreation 

Albany 


Ori n  Lehman 

Commissions;  r 


February  23,  1981 


Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

Review  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Final  Feas¬ 
ibility  Report  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  by  my  staff 
produced  only  favorable  comments  regarding  its  thoroughness. 

Noted  particularly  was  the  coordination  with  the  Penfield 
Town  Park  plans  and  possibility  of  a  hiking  trail  on  the  top  of 
the  levee. 

Thank  you  for  the  review  opportunity. 


Colonel  George  Johnson 
District  Engineer 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  NY 


I 


State  of  New  York 
Executive  Chamber 
Albany  12224 

ROBERT  J.  MORGAOO 
S£CRCTa«v  TO  THE  GOVERNOR 


February  18,  1981 


Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

On  behalf  of  Governor  Carey,  I  acknowledge 
a  copy  of  the  Draft  Final  Feasibility  Report  and 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  associated 
Appendices,  entitled  "Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed, 

New  York"  transmitted  with  your  letter  of  January  30. 

Sincerely , 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 
District  Engineer 
District  Corps  of  Engineers 
Department  of  the  Army 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECT  ION  AGENCY 
WASHINGTON,  D  C.  20460 


OFFICE  OF 

THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

1 1  FEB  1981 


Dear  Col.  Johnson: 

I  am  writing  to  verify  the  official  filing  of 

Draft:  Ironde quoit  Creek  Watershed 

for  the  Plaza  Area,  Monroe 

This  EIS  was  received  by  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  on  February  2,  1981. 
It  has  been  determined  the  above  document  meets  the  requirements  for  filing 
an  EIS  as  set  forth  under  Section  1506.9  of  the  CEQ  Regulations. 

Accordingly,  EPA  has  scheduled  publication  of  the  Notice  of  Availability 
in  the  Federal  Register  dated  February  13,  1981  and  the  public  review 
period  is  scheduled  to  terminate  on  *A{Jril  30  ,  1981 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns  relating  to  this  matter,  please  do 
not  hesitate  to  contact  me  or  Ms.  Jan  Lott  of  my  staff  on  245-3006. 


Kathi  L.  Wilson 
Management  Analyst 

Office  of  Environmental  Review  (A-104) 

Col'.  George  P.  Johnson 

District  Engineer 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 
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your  EIS  entitled: 

Flood  Protection 
County,  New  York 


AGENDA  FOR  A  MEETING 
REGARDING  THE  IRONDEQUOIT  BASIN  WETLANDS 
AND  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  WATER  ELEVATION  CONTROL  STRUCTURE 
IN  THE  AREA  REFERRED  TO  AS  THE  NARROWS 


DATE:  August  27,  1980 

TIME:  10:00  A.M. 

PLACE:  9th  Floor  Conference  Room,  111  Westfall  Road  v  /Y 

Hr*  <  —<Tr  /.,  Sr/  <n/  r$  \W  *r»  • 

The  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to  gather  together  in  one  place 
all  those  individuals  that  would  have  some  input  into  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  specific  proposal  for  a  water  elevation  control  structure 
either  from  the  standpoint  of  the  impact  of  that  structure  or  the 
permits  required  for  construction.  It  is  anticipated  that  each 
individual  attending  will  be  prepared  to  present  specific  detailed 
information  regarding  permits,  constraints  on  the  elevation  to 
which  water  can  be  impounded  and  positive  and  negative  impacts  that 
such  an  activity  may  have  in  the  lower  Irondequoit  Basin. 

The  concept  is  to  build  a  dam  at  the  narrows  to  allow  increased 
attenuation  of  storm  waters,  and  during  spring  runoff  to  allow  water 
to  be  held  at  an  elevation  adequate  to  encourage  spawning  of  northern 
pike  in  certain  areas  of  Ellison  Park.  The  spring  retention  period 
would  be  for  a  three  to  four  week  period  in  late  March  and  early 
April.  The  evaluation  of  these  wetlands  for  pollutant  attenuation 
and  uptake  is  part  of  the  National  Urban  Runoff  Program  work  plan, 
and  funds  are  described  in  that  work  plan  for  construction  of  a 
control  structure. 

The  issues  to  be  dealt  with  at  this  meeting  relate  to: 

1)  The  constraints  that  exist  on  the  maximum  elevation  to 

which  water  can  be  impounded.  This  deals  with; 

a)  upstream  flooding,  especially  in  the  Parnorama  Plaza 
area;  this  will  be  addressed  by  Dave  MctPherson  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  I  discussed  this  project  with 
people  at  the  Buffalo  District  Office  in  mid-1979,  and 
it  was  felt  at  that  time  that  the  backwater  elevation 
would  not  impact  the  flood  hydrograph  if  it  was  re¬ 
stricted  to  something  less  than  a  maximum  elevation  of 
seven  feet  above  mean  water  levels. 

b)  A  second  consideration  is  downstream  flooding  in  the 
area  upstream  of  the  control  structure  in  the  Towns  of 
Brighton  and  Penfield.  The  town  supervisors  of  Brighton 
and  Penfield  and  their  public  works  and  conservation 
department  staff  have  been  asked  to  attend  to  address 
this  as  well  as  the  Parks  Department  as  the  flooded  area 
would  be  largely  the  central  and  northern  sections  of 
Ellison  Park. 

c)  A  third  constraint  to  the  maximum  impoundment  of  water 
would  be  the  effect  on  the  wetlands  plants  themselves. 
Under  certain  conditions  of  backwater  elevation,  it 
could  be  expected  that  cattails  would  be  uprooted  and 
that  a  negative  impact  would  be  realized. 
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d)  A  fourth  consideration  is  the  elevation  that  might 
be  required  to  encourage  the  spawning  of  northern 
pike.  John  Forney  and  Carl  Widmer  from  Cornell  and 
DEC  have  been  invited  to  address  this  point.  It  will 
likely  require  a  field  visit  for  them  to  take  a  closer 
look  at  substrate  conditions  in  the  park,  and  in  the 
wetlands,  to  make  some  judgment  regarding  the  minimum 
elevation  that  might  be  required  in  the  period  of  pike 
spawning. 


2)  The  second  major  area  of  concern  is  that  of  permits .  It  is 
anticipated  that  there  will  be  federal,  state  and  local  per¬ 
mits  required,  The  Corps  of  Engineers  permit  people  will  be 
on  hand  as  will  DEC  permits  staff  from  the  Region  8  Avon 
office.  Town  permit  requirements  can  be  addressed  by  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  two  towns  in  question;  Brighton  and  Penfield 
and  other  local  permit  considerations  will  be  addressed  by 
Chuck  O'Neil  of  the  Environmental  Management  Council;  espe¬ 
cially  with  reference  to  local  SEQR  requirements. 


3)  The  third  area  for  discussion  is  the  control  structure 

itself  with  consideration  as  to  alternatives  for  construe  - 
tion  and  for  preparing  an  adequate  berm  on  the  west  side 
of  the  narrows.  We  would  like  to  explore  involvement  of 
the  Towns  of  Brighton  and  Penfield  in  berm  preparation  and 
discuss  access  for  construction.  Costs  will  be  discussed 
to  the  extent  that  they  can  at  this  time. 

The  design  and  cost  of  the  control  structure  will  be  dis¬ 
cussed,  and  the  possible  requirements  for  a  fish  ladder  for 
spawning  and  the  steel  head  run. 

A )  The  long  term  maintenance  and  operation  of  such  a  structure 
should  it  be.built^  As  all  parties  have  an  interest  in  that 
it  would  be  worthwhile  to  develop  a  preliminary  plan  for 
long  term  care  and  maintenance  and  hopefully  the  partici¬ 
pants  will  come  prepared  to  express  their  opinion  and  posi¬ 
tion  regarding  their  involvement  in  maintenance  and  operation. 


The  following  is  a  list  of  those  individuals  who  have  indicated 
that  they  anticipate  being  in  attendance  and  their  affiliation: 

John  Forney  -  Cornell  Experimental  Station  at  Oneida  Lake, 
an  expert  in  the  spawning  of  northern  pike 

Carl  Widmer  -  Avon  office  of  the  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation,  in  charge  of  the  fisheries  area 

Larry  Myers  -  Avon  office  of  the  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation,  in  charge  of  the  wildlife  section 

Frank  Keller  -  Avon  office  of  the  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation,  a  liason  for  208  and  NURP  program  work 
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Elmer  Wagner  -  Avon  office  of  the  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation,  in  charge  of  the  permits  branch  of  that  office 

NURP  Program  Staff : 

Ted  Tift  -  O'Brien  and  Gere  Engineers,  consultant  to  that 
project 

Robert  Galucci  -  Program  Manager  for  the  Pure  Waters  Division 

Bob  Jonas  -  Chairman  of  the  Public  Participation  Subcommittee 
for  NURP  and  related  projects 

Bill  Kappel  -  United  State  Geological  Survey  -  Ithaca 
Corps  of  Engineers: 

Dave  McPherson  -  has  worked  on  and  is  currently  in  charge  of 
the  Corps  of  Buffalo  district  office  investigations  regarding 
flood  control  in  the  Irondequoit  Basin.  Dave  has  indicated 
that  he  expects  to  bring  some  permits  branch  people  from  his 
office . 

Towns  of  Brighton  and  Penfield; 

Anna  Bundschuh  -  Supervisor  -  Town  of  Penfield 
Richard  Wiles  -  Supervisor  -  Town  of  Brighton 
DPW  and  Conservation  people  will  be  in  attendance 
Parks  Department 

Calvin  Reynolds  -  Director  of  Parks 
Anthony  Mattuci,  foreman  of  Ellison  Park 
Environmental  Management  Council: 

Chuck  O'Neil  -  who  specializes  in  SEQR  review  and  other  aspects 
of  wetlands  management  programming 


Copy  to:  Those  listed  above  and 
N.  G.  Kaul  -  DEC  Albany 
J.  Davis  -  Pure  Waters 
D .  Day 

G.  R.  Sutherland 
Dr .  Redmond 
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r^ect  not  only  on  the  success  of  this 
•urkshop  but  also  on  prospects  for 
.^Jitior.al  workshops  of  this  kind  in  the 
-.••are 

Di’i  J:  February  0.  that. 

,  rjwin  It-  Clufk  II. 

!  '  :.r^  Assistant  \dmuu-.t'atnr  for  Pesticides 

j  i-y  four  Substances. 

<tOu*-  Ktltfil  Mi-ill:  !HS  4rii| 
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.ER-FRL-17S4-5I 

Availability  of  Environmental  Impact 
Statements 

asency:  Office  of  Federal  Activities  (A- 
•..4)  U  5  Environmental  Protection 

Agency. 

purpose:  This  notice  lists  the 
rnvirnnmenta!  impact  statements  (E1S) 
»hich  have  been  officially  filed  with  the 
EPA  and  distributed  to  Federal  agencies 
md  interested  groups,  organizations  and 
tdivrrjiiais  for  review  pursuant  to  the 
Carnal  nn  Environmental  Quality's 
•■  gui  thons  (40  CFU  Part  l  AOti.O]. 

>epioo  covered:  This  notice  includes  ^ 
ES's  tiled  daring  the  week  of  February 
A  IDftl  to  February  ti.  1931. 

"eview  periods:  The  43-dnv  review 
T'rutc  far  omit  ElS's  listed  in  this  notice 
r  calculated  from  February  13.  1931  and 
,'iil  er.d  on  March  30. 10.31.  The  30-day 
'-view  period  for  final  EiS's  as 
-dcciuied  from  February  13.  1931  will 
Jrd  on  March  16,  1931. 
ns  av  m  lability:  To  obtain  a  copy  of  an 
■IS  listed  in  this  notice  you  should 
-intact  the  Federal  agency  which 
itcpare  J  the  EIS.  This  notice  will  give  a 
-r.:..,.:  person  for  each  Federal  agency 
which  has  filed  an  EiS  during  the  period 
ctnered  by  the  notice.  If  a  Federal 
agorcy  does  not  have  the  EIS  available 
•?nn  request  you  may  contact  the  Office 
Environmental  Review,  EPA,  for 
■i:':er  information. 

b*CK  copies  OF  EIS'S:  Copies  of  MS's 
Previously  filed  with  EPA  or  CEQ  which 
p.o  longer  available  from  the 
0riTnjting  agency  arc  available  with 
•••irge  from  the  following  source: 
•'formation  Resources  Press.  17C0  North 
duorn  Street.  Arlington.  Virginia  33209 
I'Tl)  m<3-112;0. 

Summary  of  notice:  1i;  3  notice,  go's 
,)r!h  a  list  of  F.IS's  filed  with  EPA  during 
1  e  week  of  February  2,  1901  to  February 
*  1931  The  Federal  agency  filing  the 
vIS.  the  name,  address,  and  telephone 
lumber  of  the  Federal  agency  contact 
'j>r  copies  of  the  F.iS.  the  filing  status  of 
l"p  FIS.  the  actual  djte  the  EIS  was  filed 
JV'h  EPA,  the  title  of  the  EIS.  the 
^I'delsl  and  r.ountv(ies)  of  the  proposed 
8r-boa  and  a  brief  summary  of  the 


proposed  Federal  action  and  the  Federal 
agency  EIS  number,  if  available,  is  listed 
in  this  notice.  Commenting  entities  on 
draft  ElS's  are  listed  for  final  ElS's.  All 
additional  Information  relating  to  ElS's 
such  as  time  extensions  or  reductions  of 
prescribed  review  periods,  withdrawals, 
retractions,  corrections  or  supplemental 
reports  is  also  noticed  under  the 
appropriate  agency. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Kathi  L.  Wilson,  Office  of  Federal 
Activities.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  401  M  Street.  SW.  Washington, 
DC  20460  (202)  245-3006. 

Dated:  February  10.  1981. 

William  N.  Hedeman,  Jr., 

Director.  Office  of  Federal  Actn  Hies  IA-lL’1). 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Contact:  Mr.  Richard  Makinen.  Office  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers.  Atm:  DAKN-CWR-P. 
Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  30  Massachusetts 
Avenue.  Washington.  O.C  30014  (20Z)  272- 
0121. 

Dmft 

IRON'D t'OUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED 
FLOOD  PROTECTION:  Monroe  Countv.  N.Y., 
February  3:  Proposed  is  a  flood  protection 
plan  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  of  the 
lrondeguoit  Creek  Watersned  in  Mor.rje 
County.  New  York.  The  preferred  alternative 
would  involve:  (1)  a  series  of  levees  or  flood 
walls  along  Irondecuoit  and  Allen  Creeks.  (2) 
Internal  drainage  ditches  along  the  back  of 
the  levees.  (3)  Culverts  with  fljggates  and 
emergency  sluicegates,  and  (4) 

Channelization  realignment.  (Buffalo 
District).  (EIS  order  No.  S’OiOl). 

Extension:  The  review  period  for  the  above 
E13  has  been  extended  ur.bi  April  30. 1901. 
(No.  810101). 

Final 

BOWLINE  POINT  GENERATING 
STATION:  Rockland  County,  N.Y.,  February 
3:  Proposed  is  the  continuance  of  permits  for 
the  operation  of  the  Bowline  Point  C.inerafing 
Station  located  on  the  Hudson  River  In 
Ilaverstraw.  Rockland  County.  New  York. 

1  he  facility  consists  of  two  oil  fueled  steam 
electric  generating  units  and  related  facilities. 
The  alternatives  consider:  (i)  Retain 
unaltered  the  permit  and  related  conditions. 
(2)  Modify  conditions  of  the  pemtil.  (3) 
Suspend  permit  until  closed. cycle  cooling  and 
or  modifications  are  installed,  and  (4)  Revoke 
permit.  This  statement  alyo  examines  the 
continued  operation  of  Kuseion  Station.  (New 
York  District).  Comments  made  bv:  USDA. 
DOC.  EPA.  HEW.  HUD.  DO!.  DOT.  State  and 
local  agencies,  groups  and  businesses.  (FIS 
order  No.  f)10100|. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Contact:  Mr.  Barry  Ffanim.  Director.  Office 
of  Environmental  Qualitv,  Office  ui  the 
Secretarv,  U.S.  Department  of  Ainr.ulture. 
Room  412-A.  Administration  Budding. 
Washington.  D.C.  20250.  (202)  447-3985. 


Forest  Service 

Draft 

Stibnite  gold  mine  and  mill  operation 
approval'  Valley  County.  Idaho.  February  2: 
Proposed  is  the  approval  of  an  opeiatmg  plan 
for  the  mining  and  processing  of  gold  ore 
located  at  the  Slibmte  mine  properlies  within 
the  Payette  National  Forest  in  Valley  Coun’v. 
IJ.iho.  The  project  would  include  two  open 
pit  mines,  waste  dumps,  heap  leaching 
facilities,  personnel  housing  and  associated 
transportation  corridors.  Alternatives  are 
considered  for  various  aspects  of  the  project 
including  mining  areas  and  methods,  facility 
locations,  disposal,  material  transport, 
processing  methods  and  malerials.  power 
sources  and  access  corridors.  (EIS  Order  No. 
81 00 99). 

Ml.  St.  Helens  Land  Mgmt.  Plan.  Gifford 
Pinchot  NF:  Cowlitz.  Lewis,  and  Skamania 
Counties.  Wash.,  February  4:  Proposed  r;  a 
land  management  plan  for  Mount  St.  Helens 
within  the  Gifford-Pinchot  National  Forest  in 
Cowlitz,  Lewis  and  Skamania  Counties. 
Washington.  The  preferred  alternative  would 
provide  a  large  interprelive  area  for 
prolection  of  significant  geologic  and  biologic 
features,  while  providing  for  timber  salvage 
and  rehabilitation  in  some  of  the  heavily 
damaged  areas.  Other  allocations  inciuaeb 
are:  (1)  Unloaded  recreation.  |2)  Prime 
habitat,  (3)  Existing  research  natural  ..leas. 

(4)  A  botanical  area.  (5)  Ceneral  forest,  and 
[6)  A  Tephra  area.  The  cooperating  agency  is 
the  geological  survey.  (EIS  Order  No  810102). 

EXTEXSIOX:  The  review  period  for  t:  e 
above  EIS  has  been  extended  until  April  2. 
1981.  |No.  810102). 

Final  Supplement 

San  Antonio  Channel  fmprovemrit  ;FS-!' 
Bexar  County.  Tex..  February  2:  Proposed  is  a 
channel  improvement  project  for  the  Sail 
Antcnio  channel  in  Bexar  County.  Texas.  The 
alternatives  considered  no  action,  structural 
and  nonstructural  measures.  Nonstructural 
measures  considered  are  flood  proofing  of 
existing  structures,  flood  warning  system 
and  flood  plain  evacuation.  Structural 
alternatives  considered  are:  (1)  Vertical  wall 
cross  sections,  (2)  A  grass  lined  trapezoidal 
channel  cross  section,  and  (3)  A  combination 
of  cross  sections.  This  statement  supuii-rr.ecis 
a  final  F.IS.  No.  721179,  filed  11-9-71.  (Fori 
Worth  District).  Comments  mude  bv  FRY 
DOl.  A1  IP.  USDA.  DOC.  FF.RC  I  It  'LL  DOT. 
VA,  Slate  and  local  agencies.  (EIS  Oai.  r  No 
8100P7). 

Grays  Harbor  und  Chehabs  River 
Navigation  (F3-1):  Grays  Harbor  County. 
Wash..  February  4:  Proposed  is  the  continued 
maintenance  of  the  Grays  Harbor  Che"  ills 
River  navigation  Project  in  Grays  Harbor 
County,  Washington.  The  main  navigation  d 
channel  is  segmented  into  four  parts  far 
which  maintenance  dredging  requirements 
are  considered  individually.  The  alternate es 
considered:  (1)  Yearly  coordination  of 
dredging  plan,  (2)  Modify  the  present  long 
range  maintenance  plan,  and  (3)  Implement 
long  range  plan  without  change.  This 
statement  supplements  a  final  EIS.  No. 

7516B3,  filed  11-20-75.  (Seattle  District!. 
Comments  made  by:  AHP,  DOC.  DOl.  F.PA. 
State  and  local  agencies,  groups.  (EIS  Order 
No.  810105). 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 
G274  E.  Avon-Liim  Rd. ,  Avon,  New  York  14414 


Robert  F.  Flacke 
Commissioner 
Eric  A.  Seiffer 
Regional  Director 


May  30,  1980 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 
District  Engineer,  Buffalo  District 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Att :  Mr.  Frapwell 

Gentlemen : 

On  5/8/80  a  joint  inspection  of  the  proposed  flood  control  project  on  Allens 
Creek,  Town  of  Pitts ford,  Monroe  County ,  New  York,  was  conducted  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  USF1VS  and  DEC.  The  project  originally  proposed  by  the  Corps 
is  a  900  foot  channel  section  involving  a  300  foot  of  friction  channel  a 
new  depth  7  foot  lower  than  existing  conditions  and  a  600  foot  straight 
channel  to  Irondequoit  Creek.  This  alternative  would  result  in  significant 
impacts  to  the  stream  ecology  and  riparian  habitat  of  Allens  Creek  and  is 
unacceptable  to  the  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  DEC.  Several  other 
alternatives  were  discussed  at  the  5/8/80  meeting. 

1.  Construct  the  project  on  the  existing  stream  meander  pattern  maintaining 
the  existing  riparian  habitat.  This  alternative  would  avoid  channeliza¬ 
tion  of  the  stream  into  a  straight  channel  however  the  width  of  bottom 
needed  and  the  7'  depth  would  result  in  loss  of  most  of  the  riparian 
habitat.  This  alternative  would  also  adversely  impact  the  fish  and 
wildlife  resources.  Mitigations  and  enhancement  measures  could  be 
taken  to  offset  some  of  the  impacts. 

2.  Construct  the  project  with  several  drop  structures  instead  of  the  friction 
channel.  A  7'  drop  structure  is  unacceptable,  it  would  serve  as  an  impass¬ 
able  barrier  to  fish  movement .  Several  3  foot  drop  structures  would  be 
more  desirable.  They  would  provide  habitat,  add  oxygen  to  the  stream 

and  not  block  fish  movement.  However,  with  a  deep  cut  in  the  stream 
riparian  vegetation  will  be  lost  when  proper  slopes  are  provided.  A 
7  foot  deep  channel  50  feet  wide  with  1  on  2.5  slopes  will  result  in 
an  85  foot  wide  disturbed  area. 


Golonel  George  P.  Johnson 
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3.  Construct  a  new  channel  on  tiie  uj:>stream  end  of  the  project  tying  into  the 
existing  stream  channel  at  the  end  of  the  shortened  friction  channel  and 
maintaining  the  existing  meander  pattern  from  there  downstream.  This 
alternative  will  also  result  in  loss  of  riparian  habitat  if  a  7'  deep 
channel  is  provided.  This  alternative  would  be  more  acceptable  if  the 
deepening  was  minimized  to  a  maximum  of  3'  and  a  flood  dike  was  placed 
between  the  new  channel  and  the  Sybron  plant.  By  moving  the  stream. 

over,  more  room  would  be  available  for  construction  of  flood  control  dikes . 

4.  A  project  involving:  minimal  deepening,  less  than  3' ,  with  a  drop  structure 
clearing  and  snagging  of  woody  debris,  redefining  the  channel  and  improving 
the  confluence  to  provide  better  entry'  into  Irondequoit  Creek,  would  be 
the  most  environmentally  acceptable  alternative. 

Environmental  enhancement  measures  such  as  drop  structures,  deflectors,  rip-rar. 
habitat,  vegetative  plantings  and  other  habitat  improvements  could  be  used  to 
make  the  projects  more  acceptable. 

Allens  Creek  has  been  severely  impacted  in  the  past  by  construction  activities, 
point  and  non  point  source  pollution  and  unregulated  channel  work.  However, 
water  quality  conditions  are  improving .  The  existing  stream  has  excellent 
potential  for  rehabilitation  by  trout  and  utilization  by  lake  run  spawners. 

The  stream  has  a  rock  rubble  bottom  acceptable  for  spawning  and  excellent 
riparian  habitat  which  provides  shade  and  cover  for  fisheries  and  terristerial 
wildlife. 

If  I  can  be  of  further  assistance  on  the  project  please  feel  free  to  contact 
me  at  71G-22G-246C. 


truly 


^Ctkpex — — 


Jae 

Hats4jtat  Protection  Biologist 
Region  r8 


JC :  er 

cc:  P.  Hamilton,  USFV.'S 


JATC.  May  19,  1980 
"‘nNor.  Biological  Technician 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

memorandum 


•ubjsct.  On-Site  meeting  with  Corps  of  Engineers  and  DEC  regarding 
Irondequoit  Creek  Flood  Control  Project 

to.  Field  Supervisor 
Files 


On  Thursday,  May  8,  1980  Mark  Clough  met  with  Phil  Frapwell  and  Dave 
McPhe*rson,  Buffalo  CE,  and  Jack  Cooper,  DEC  Avon,  to  discuss  alternatives 
proposed  for  Allen  Creek  as  part  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  flood  control 
project.  The  Corps  is  developing  a  levee  plan  for  Irondequoit  Creek 
which  takes  under  consideration  the  concerns  and  suggestions  discussed 
at  the  2/20/80  meeting  between  FWS,  Corps,  and  DEC  personnel.  However, 
in  order  to  facilitate  such  a  plan,  additional  work  along  Allen  Creek 
is  needed  to  reduce  stream  velocities  and  erosion.  Several  schemes  have 
been  proposed,  all  of  which  involve  channel  work  along  Allen  Creek  from 
the  mouth  to  about  900  feet  upstream. 

Preliminary  concerns  and  possible  modifications  were  discussed  on  site 
and  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Corps  by  copy  of  this  memo  for  consideration 
in  their  selection  of  a  proposed  plan. 

Development  of  plans  for  work  along  Allen  Creek  should  provide  for 
maintenance  of  suitable  fisheries  habitat  and  allow  for  passage  of  migrat¬ 
ing  fish.  Preliminary  concerns  and  suggestions  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  need  for  a  completely  realigned  channel  is  questionable. 
Relocation  of  the  channel  should  be  avoided,  with  channel  work 
following  the  existing  alignment,  leaving  the  meandering 
character  of  the  stream  intact. 

2.  Use  of  riprap  on  outside  banks  and  possible  removal  of  some 
inside  bank  material  and  vegetation  should  be  considered  where 
erosion  problems  with  severe  bends  occur. 

3.  Channel  work  should  be  confined  to  one  bank  wherever  possible  to 
preserve  some  of  the  existing  cover,  with  plans  included  for 
revegetation  of  disturbed  areas. 


Buy  U.S.  Savings  Bonds  Regularly  on  the  Payroll  Savings  Plan 


OrriOMAt.  fONM  NO.  •• 
OWV.W) 


4.  A  low  flows  channel  should  be  provided  to  allow  fish  passage 
through  the  entire  length  of  the  project  area.  The  low  flow 
channel  should  be  located  to  one  side,  or  meander  from  side 
to  side,  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  riparian  cover. 

5.  Measures  should  be  included  to  provide  for  fisheries  habitat 
features  within  the  channelized  section.  Leaving  some  snags 
intact,  placement  of  boulders,  and  use  of  pool  diggers  or  other 
devices  should  be  considered. 

6.  The  proposed  drop  structures  or  friction  channel  should  not  act 
as  a  barrier  to  fish  passage.  Two  or  more  lower  structures  would 
be  preferable  to  one  7  foot  drop.  The  maximum  passable  height 
under  the  predicted  flows  should  be  determined.  A  3  foot  struc¬ 
ture  may  present  problems  without  adequate  flow  and  consideration 
should  be  given  to  passage  of  forage  species  as  well  as  larger 
fish. 

7.  A  properly  designed  friction  channel  with  unevenly  placed  stones 
of  varying  sizes  to  create  a  continuous  succession  of  small  pools 
and  resting  places  may  be  more  effective.  This  should  be 
investigated  further  and  coordinated  with  DEC  fisheries  personnel 

8.  Fish  sampling  along  Allen  Creek  would  be  of  value  and  should  be 
conducted  in  conjunction  with  the  current  sampling  on  Irondequolt 
Creek . 

Mark  W.  Clough 


Buffalo  CE,  Attn:  Phil  Frapwell 


IN  HFTLY  REFER  TO: 


United  Stales  Department  of  the  Interior 

HERITAGE  CONSERVATION  AND  RECREATION  SERVICE 
SOUTHEAST  REGIONAL  OFFICE 
75  Spring  Street  S.W.,  Suite  1 176 
Atlanta,  Georgia  30303 
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Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell 
Chief,  Engineering  Division 
Buffalo  District,  Corps  of 
Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Attn:  Mr.  Richard  H.  Lewis 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

Enclosed  are  one  reviewer's  comments  concerning  the  report  "Cultural 
Resources  Survey  of  Irondequoit  Creek"  by  Francis  J.  Clune,  Jr. 

Our  reviewer  has  found  the  report  inadequate  and  not  properly  addressing 
the  scope  of  work. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  Mr.  James  W. 
Thomson,  Review  Coordinator,  at  404-221-2633.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  review  the  report. 


Sincerely, 


Stephanie  H.  Rodeffer 
Acting  Chief 


Enclosure 


rtCTLY  TO 
ATTN  OF I 


SUBJECT  l 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

memorandum 


Archeologist,  IAS-Atlanta 


Review  of  the  report  entitled  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  Irondequoit 
Creek  by  Francis  J.  Clune,  Jr. 


Archeologist,  IAS-Atlanta 

This  cultural  resources  survey  report  is  in  my  opinion,  inadequate  and 
does  not  fulfill  the  requirements  of  the  Scope  of  Work.  The  report  is 
poorly  written  and  needs  a  strong  editorial  hand.  It  is  also  poorly 
organized  and  lacks  continuity  in  its  presentation  of  topics.  Background 
sections  are  brief  and  vague.  The  author  should  discuss  culture  history, 
ethnohistory,  history,  literature  search  methodology  and  results  as 
separate  sections  and  not  switch  haphazardly  from  one  topic  to  another. 

The  abstract  should  identify  who  carried  out  the  research,  the  funding 
source,  and  the  purpose  of  the  research.  It  should  also  provide  a  brief 
summary  of  the  methodology  followed  and  its  result,  as  well  as  any 
conclusions  and  recommendations. 

The  geology  section  could  be  expanded  to  include  a  more  detailed  discussion 
of  glacial  history  and  a  soil  map  to  illustrate  the  discussion  on  area  soils. 
The  report  should  also  discuss  the  flora  of  the  area,  as  well  as  any  evidence 
of  environmental  change. 

The  culture  history  section  should  be  expanded  ib  such  a  way  as  to  provide 

the  reader  with  a  perspective  of  the  prehistory  of  the  region  as  it  relates 

to  the  project  area. 

* 

With  respect  to  survey  methodology,  it  would  seem  more  appropriate  to  have 
carried  out  a  combined  shovel  test  and  augering  program  if  the  investigator 
had  reason  to  believe  that  there  may  be  buried  sites  in  the  area.  Further¬ 
more,  the  rationale  for  carrying  out  50-foot  interval  shovel  tests  is  a 
circular  argument  at  best. 

lastly,  it  would  help  if  the  maps  presented  in  this  report  were  incorporated 
into  the  body  of  the  text  for  easy  reference.  If  possible,  historic  maps 
of  the  project  area  could  be  included  as  well. 


Karen  Anderson  Cordova 
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THE  UNIVERSITY  or  THE  STATE  or  NEW  YORK 

THE  STATE  EDUCATION  DEPARTMENT 
cultural  education  center 

ALBANY,  NEW  YORK  112*0 


NEW  YORK  STATE  MUSEUM 


April  8,  1980 

Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell,  Chief 
Engineering  Division 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Army 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell,  RE:  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  SURVEY  OF 

IR0NDEQU01T  CREEK 
Report  by  Clune  L  Johnson 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  report. 

At  this  time  I  have  the  following  observations  to  make,  which  I 
trust  will  be  of  some  use  in  your  own  final  review  of  this  study. 

1)  It  is  difficult  for  the  person  unfamiliar  with  the  project  to 
locate  the  project,  as  no  location  data  of  a  general  nature  are 
given.  The  title  and  the  project  description  section  should  include 
the  county,  city,  or  other  location  data  by  which  the  reader  can 
tie  this  report  into  maps  and  other  data  which  the  reader  may  have 
on  file  for  comparative  purposes.  Since  archeological  work  is  usually 
conducted  from  the  topographic  base  of  the  USGS  series  of  maps,  the 
name  of  the  appropriate  USGS  7*5'  quad  map(s)  should  be  cited  also. 

o  2)  Thp  file  search  phase  of  the  study  is  poorly  defined,  and  appears 
^  to  be  primarily  a  recapitulation  of  the  work  already  done  by  Prisch 
in  1976.  Although  the  statewide  site  files  of  this  museum  contain  no 
sites  closer  than  3,000  feet  to  the  project  area,  any  general  survey 
should  include  the  consultation  with  us  for  such  data  in  order  to 
better  anticipate  the  range  of  prehistoric  resources  one  could  expect. 

3)  The  discussion  of  how  and  why  test  unit  excavation  was  carried  out 
is  vague  and  confusing.  "A  change  in  soil  color"  does  not  always  mean 
culturally  sterile  conditions,  particularly  in  floodplains  where  bands 
of  light  colored  silts  may  conceal  rich  cultural  deposits  at  greater 
depths.  In  such  cases  the  "change  in  soil  color"  is  often  merely  the  ^ 
bottom  of  the  plow  zone,  and  much  deeper  testing  is  needed  to  locate 
impacted  sites.  The  fact  that  the  test  units  "range  in  6ize  from  one 
to  three  feet  in  diameter"  means  that  data  was  not  comparable  from 
one  area  of  the  project  to  another.  Unless  test  units  remain  constant 
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in  size,  the  relative  return  of  artifacts  and  the  accurate  inter¬ 
pretation  of  sub-surface  stratigraphy  cannot  be  interpreted  or 
evaluated. 

While  there  is  mention  of  the  recording  of  soil  data  during  ex¬ 
cavation,  there  is  no  mention  of  cultural  data,  such  as  artifacts 
features,  etc.  The  retrieval  of  artifactual  data  is  apparently 
left  until  after  the  soil  has  been  removed  and  piled  beside  the 
test  unit,  vhich  leads  to  loss  of  in  situ  data  and  makes  accurate 
interpretation  of  the  evidence  impossible,  or  it  is  left  until 
the  backfilling  operation,  which  is  of  course  a  reversal  of  the 
correct  approach  to  excavation.  (See  page  9  of  the  report  for 
the  above  points.) 

4)  The  last  six  lines  of  the  central  paragraph  on  page  10  talks 
about  the  "distinct  possibility"  that  some  "minor  alterations" 
could  have  teken  place  in  the  course  of  the  creek  itself.  Apparen 
no  research  was  conducted  to  clarify  this  or  to  explore  what 
impact  the  major  construction  associated  with  the  Panorama  Plaza 
might  have  had  on  the  ^reek  alignment.  A  very  cursory  examination 
in  this  office  of  USGS  topographic  maps  for  the  year  1934  and  the 
year  1971(revised  1978)  shows  that  a  very  major  realignment  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  took  place  between  thtose  years  (See  attached 
map)  . 

5)  The  surveyed  area  (see  map  on  page  22)  appears  to  be  about 
1,000  feet  shorter  than  the  study  area  indicated  on  the  Army 
maps  in  the  contract.  Also,  an  area  on  the  north  end  of  the 
project  (see  map  in  contract)  where  the  words  "Irondequoit 
Creek"  appear  was  not  tested,  but  only  the  flood  wall  location 
was  tested.  Yet  sites  in  this  larger  area  would  be  impacted 

by  this  project,  ^nd  the  contract  calls  for  an  evaluation  of 
such. 


6)  The  photographs  should  be  tied  to  the  maps  in  some  way  and 
the  camera  position  and  photograph  orientation  should  be  shown. 

I  hope  these  comments  are  of  value. 


Sincer 


Senior  Scientist 


of  State  Archeologist 


NEW  YORK  STATE  PARKS  &  RECREATION  Agi-ncy  Bo-lcJ-ng  1  i  mp.ft*  Slalt*  fN.i/a  Albany  Ni-w  Yoik  1??38  lr>foi  rnahon  M8  47 4  JC5C 

Onn  Lehman.  Commissioner  3176 

April  15,  1980 


Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell 
Chief,  Engineering  Division 
Dept,  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

Cultural  Resources  Survey 
of  Irondequoit  Creek 

The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  has  reviewed 
the  above-referenced  report.  Based  on  this  review,  the  SHPO 
wishes  to  make  the  following  comments. 

From  the  Abstract,  it  seems  the  author  does  not  consider 
Victorian  structures  as  historic.  The  SHPO  cannot  agree  with 
this  assertion  across  the  board;  however,  since  no  such  resources 
were  found,  the  author's  statement  does  not  appear  important  in 
this  instance.  On  page  9  of  the  report,  the  author  makes  a  state¬ 
ment  about  the  SHPO  which  is  incorrect.  The  SHPO  does  not  recom¬ 
mend  50  feet  in  all  areas  where  no  clear  evidence  of  disturbance 
exists.  The  SHPO  does  recommend  the  preparation  of  a  model  based 
on  a  few  environmental  parameters,  known  sites,  local  history  and 
past  disturbances.  This  model  should  be  used  to  justify  a  samp¬ 
ling  scheme. 

Despite  these  comments,  the  report  does  adequately  cover  the 
project  area.  The  basic  conclusion  that  no  resources  eligible  for 
the  National  Register  were  found  does  seem  justified  and  therefore 
the  report  is  acceptable  to  the  SHPO. 

Sincerely, 

I _ . 

Ann  Webster  Smith 

Deputy  Commissioner  for 
Historic  Preservation 


TOWN  OF  PENFIELD  3100  Atlantic  Am. 

Pen  field,  N.Y.  14526 


March  24,  1980 


Mr.  Charles  Gilbert 
Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


Re:  Application  of  James  Welch  Assoc,  for  the  development  of  a  152,000  sq.  ft. 
shopping  plaza  located  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Panorama  Trail  South  and 
Route  441 


Dear  Mr.  Gilbert: 

The  Penfield  Planning  Board  is  now  considering  the  above  referenced 
application,  (plans  pertaining  to  which  are  enclosed  for  your  review)  and 
wants  your  office  to  be  aware  of  it  in  connection  with  the  Corps  investigation 
of  the  feasibility  of  providing  flood-damage  reduction  measures  in  the  Panorama 
area  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed. 

We  would  appreciate  your  timely  recommendations  in  connection  with  this 
application.  For  further  information  regarding  this  matter,  you  may  contact 
Anthony  Malone,  our  Town  Engineer,  at  Hershey-Malone  &  Associates,  2480  Browncroft 
Blvd.,  Rochester,  New  York  14625,  phone  381-9250,  or  my  office. 


Yoi/?s  truly. 


// ' 

)avid  W.  Curtis 

Planning  and  Zoning  Officer 


DWC/sm 


TOWN  OF  PENF1ELD 


3100  Atlantic  Ave 
Penfield.  N.Y.  14526 


February  13,  1980 


Mr.  Charles  Gilbert 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  N.  Y.  14207 

Re:  Application  of  Dolomite  Products  Co.  for  the  renewal  of  a 

Commercial  Excavation  Permit  to  operate  a  sand  plant 
located  at  1530  Penfield  Road 

Dear  Mr.  Gilbert: 

The  Penfield  Planning  Board  is  now  considering  the  above  referenced 
application,  (documents  pertaining  to  which  are  enclosed  for  your 
review)  and  wants  your  office  to  be  aware  of  it  in  connection  with 
the  Corps  investigation  of  the  feasibility  of  providing  flood- 
damage  reduction  measures  in  the  Panorama  area  of  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  watershed. 

Ke  would  appreciate  any  recommendations  you  may  have  in  connection 
with  this  application.  You  may  contact  Anthony  Malone,  our  Town 
Engineer,  at  Her shey-Malone  &  Assoc.,  2480  Browncroft  Blvd., 
Rochester,  N.  Y.  14625,  phone  381-9250,  or  my  office. 

At  the  information  meeting  held  August  21,  1979,  you  indicated  that 
you  would  be  meeting  with  local  officials  early  in  1980  to  work 
out  details  of  your  Panorama  Plaza  proposal.  I  know  the  Corps  has 
met  with  out  Sewer  Superintendent  Sidney  Lusk  to  discuss  use  of  ar. 
abandoned  pump  station  and  with  Parks  and  Recreation  Director  Paul 
M.  Rood  to  discuss  parkland  behind  the  Plaza. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  minimize  the  flood  hazard 
in  the  Panorama  area. 


Yours  truly, 


Anna  R.  Bundschuh 

ARB : bf  Supervisor 

cc:  Don  Martin,  Monr . Co . Dept .  of  Planning 

Anthony  Malone,  Hershey-Malone  Assoc. 

Planning  Board  File 
Applicant 


i 


A 

County  of  Monroe 

NEW  YORK 


DEPARTMENT  OF  PLANNING 

SOI  COUNTY  OFFICE  SUILDINO 
ROCHESTER.  NE*  YORK  14614 

DON  B.  MARTIN,  DIRECTOR 


Donald  M.  Lidell,  Chief 

Engineering  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Subject:  Review  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Preliminary  Feasibility 
Report  on  Flood  Damage  Control.  (File  (/79-243-F) 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  subject  report.  The  Monroe  County 
Planning  Department  and  the  Monroe  County  208  Water  Quality  Management  Plan¬ 
ning  Committee  have  each  reviewed  this  report.  As  you  know,  the  Planning 
Department  has  been  following  this  study  closely  since  June,  1976.  The  208 
committee,  which  I  chair,  was  established  more  recently  to  explore  ways 
to  work  in  cooperation  with  appropriate  state  and  federal  agencies  to  find 
ways  to  improve  water  quality  through  reduction  of  non-point  source  pollution. 
Thus,  the  committee  has  particular  interest  in  the  solutions  the  Corps  is 
proposing  for  flood  damage  control,  and  I  have  included  these  concerns  in  this 
review.  The  comments  of  the  Planning  Department  and  the  208  Committee  are 
attached  to  this  letter. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (716)  428-5476  or  John  Lamb  at  428-5468 
if  you  have  any  questions  on  these  comments. 

Sincerely , 

<© - 32. 

Don  B.  Martin 

Director  of  Planning  and 

Chairman,  Monroe  County  208 

DBM:JML:cm  Water  Quality  Management  Planning  Committee 

Attachment  -  (3  pages) 

xc:  Lucien  A.  Morin,  County  Manager 

Betty  Jane  Altier,  Chairperson,  Monroe  County  Planning  Board 

George  Gardner,  Chairman,  Monroe  County  Planning  Council 

Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Brighton 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Henrietta 

Roberta  Barnes ,  Supervisor ,  Town  of  Mendon 

Irene  Goss  in.  Supervisor,  Town  of  Penfield 

Lake  Edwards,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Per  inton 

Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Pittsford 

Douglas  Fisher,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Victor 

Raymond  Parrish,  Supervisor,  Town  of  West  Bloomfield 

Monroe  Countv  208  Water  Quality  Management  Planning  Committee 


Comments  of  the  Monroe  County  Planning  Department  and  the  Monroe  County  208 
Committee  on  the  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
on  Flood  Control  Measures  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 


The  preliminary  feasibility  report  recommends  two  flood  damage  control  structural 
alternatives  to  protect  Panorama  Plaza  (Levee/f  loodwall  and  channel /berm) ,  and 
recommends  that  non-structural  measures  such  as  control  of  development  in 
floodplains  through  regulations  and  evacuation  procedures,  be  instituted  in 
the  remainder  of  the  watershed.  The  report  recommends  that  further  analysis 
of  the  three  alternatives  be  undertaken  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  the 
final  feasibility  report  which  will  recommend  either  a  specific  plan  to  deal 
with  flood  control  or  that  no  action  be  taken. 

The  report  mentions  that  other  structural  measures,  such  as  reservoirs,  were 
considered  for  use  in  other  upstream  portions  of  the  watershed  but  that  these 
structural  measures  did  not  meet  the  required  benefit/cost  (b/c)  ratio  of  one  or 
greater,  which  is  the  ratio  required  before  the  Corps  can  undertake  a  structural 
solution.  However,  these  other  measures  were  only  analyzed  from  the  standpoint 
of  flood  control.  They  were  not  analyzed  in  terms  of  the  multipurpose  benefits 
they  could  provide  in  the  areas  of  recreation  and  water  quality,  two  of  the  areas 
that  are  required  for  analysis  by  the  Corps  under  the  original  Plan  of  Study. ^ 

The  Planning  Department  has  long  favored  the  analysis  of  reservoirs/retention 
ponds  for  use  as  flood  control  measures  because  of  their  multiuse  potential  and 
the  208  Committee  is  interested  in  the  use  of  such  facilities  to  help  achieve 
improved  water  quality  in  the  creek  by  providing  a  place  for  settling  of  sediments. 
Perhaps,  when  the  multipurpose  benefits  of  reservoirs/retention  ponds  are  con¬ 
sidered  along  with  flood  control,  these  alternatives  will  provide  a  b/c  ratio 
of  one  or  greater.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  before  any  selection  is 
made  regarding  the  best  structural  method(s)  for  flood  control,  that  other 
alternatives,  such  as  reservoirs/retention  ponds,  perhaps  in  conjunction  with 
other  structural  and  non-structural  measures  be  evaluated  to  see  if  they  would 
better  meet  the  total  water  resource  needs  of  the  watershed  in  a  cost  effective 
manner . 

In  addition  to  the  above  comment,  which  reflects  the  concerns  of  both  the  Planning 
Department  and  the  County  208  Committee,  there  are  specific  comments  of  the 
Planning  Department  and  the  208  Committee,  listed  separately  below: 

A.  Planning  Department  Comments 

1.  It  was  suggested  by  staff  at  the  public  informational  meeting  held 
on  the  preliminary  feasibility  report,  held  at  Penfield  High  School 
on  August  21,  1979,  that  in  addition  to  analyzing  the  multipurpose 
potential  of  reservoirs/retention  ponds  to  determine  their  b/c 
ratio,  the  Corps  look  at  the  cumulative  b/c  ratio  of  all  the  various 
flood  control  measures  which  could  be  used  in  the  watershed,  in¬ 
cluding  the  multipurpose  ones,  to  see  if  taken  together,  a  b/c 
ratio  of  one  or  greater  would  be  achieved.  Again,  this  might  help  to 
better  achieve  the  overall  water  related  needs  of  the  watershed,  for 
it  may  result  in  the  inclusion  of  a  measure  that  provides  recreational, 
water  quality  of  other  benefits,  in  addition  to  a  degree  of  flood 
control,  and  would  be  consistent  with  the  Corps'  Plan  of  Study. 


*Plan  of  Study  Irondequoit  Creek.  New  York,  and  Tributaries  including  Allen  Creek, 
for  Flood  Control  and  Allied  Purposes  (revised  September,  1976).  Page  2  of  this 
report  charges  the  corps  with  evaluating  the  "immediate  and  long  run  water  related 
needs  of  the  area",  and  includes  among  its  objectives  ones  which  seek  to  improve  water 
quality  and  recreational  opportunities  in  the  watershed.  Water  quality,  as  a  related 
need,  is  again  stated  on  pages  44,  45  of  this  preliminary  report. 


Related  to  this,  it  was  noted  that  various  speakers  at  the  Informational 
meeting  indicated  a  preference  for  non-structural  approaches  to  flood 
control.  The  consideration  and  inclusion  in  the  study  of  alternative 
measures,  such  as  those  with  multipurpose  potential,  might  result  in 
a  reduction  of  the  magnitude  of  the  structural  solutions  proposed  at 
Panorama  Plaza,  making  them  more  acceptable. 

2.  The  Planning  Department  has  been  involved  in  this  study  for  over  three 
years.  During  this  time  one  of  the  biggest  problems  in  terms  of  main¬ 
taining  local  involvement  and  interest  in  the  program  has  been  the  in¬ 
frequency  with  which  progress  meetings  have  been  held  (this  point  was 
also  raised  at  the  August  21  meeting).  Typically,  several  months 
elapse  between  meetings  with  the  result  that  participants  lose  interest 
and  there  is  a  certain  amount  of  attrition  as  agency  representatives, 
elected  officials  and  other  local  participants  change  or  leave  office. 
This  results  in  information  gaps,  a  lack  of  continuity  to  the  program 
and  a  significant  re-education  effort.  While  this  occurs  during  any 
long-term  study  such  as  this,  this  study  is  particularly  vulnerable 
to  this  problem  due  to  the  infrequency  of  meetings.  However,  local 
interest  and  involvement  is  essential  if  the  program  is  going  to  be 
successful  and  if  local  confidence  is  to  be  maintained. 

This  as  well  as  other  problems,  such  as  a  need  for  a  local  policy 
advisory  group  to  give  direction  to  the  Corps,  were  pointed  out  in  a 
letter  to  the  Corps  from  the  Planning  Department,  dated  September  5, 
1978.  Shortly  after  that,  a  meeting  was  held  on  September  28.  How¬ 
ever,  the  next  meeting  did  not  take  place  until  the  August  21,  1979 
meeting  (and  to  further  underscore  this  problem,  the  next  meeting 
is  not  scheduled  until  December,  1979  or  January,  1980).  Therefore, 
we  urge  you  to  do  whatever  possible  to  maintain  local  interest  and 
involvement  in  the  program  through  more  frequent  contact  and  through 
improved  communication. 

208  Committee  Comments 

1.  Monroe  County  and  the  State  of  New  York,  through  funds  available  from 
the  Federal  National  Urban  Runoff  Program  (NURP) ,  is  proposing  study¬ 
ing  the  benefits  of  constructing  multipurpose  reservoirs  along  the 
creek  as  part  of  an  urban  runoff  water  quality  study  in  the  watershed. 

We  would  be  anxious  to  coordinate  this  investigation  with  any  broader 
evaluation  of  study  alternatives  mentioned  in  the  joint  comment 
above,  that  may  be  undertaken  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

2.  We  recommend  that  the  preliminary  feasibility  report  make  mention  of 
the  water  quality  study  which  Monroe  County  and  the  State  Department 
of  Environmental  Conservation  will  be  undertaking  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed.  This  multi-year  study,  expected  to  be  initiated 
during  federal  fiscal  year  1980,  with  primary  funding  from  EPA 
through  its  NURP  program  and  the  federal  208  program,  will  address 
the  urban  runoff  and  other  non-point  source  urban  runoff  pollution 
problems  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  As  proposed,  the  study 
has  two  main  objectives:  (1)  to  determine  the  level  of  urban  run¬ 
off  pollution  and  (2)  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  various 
management  techniques  for  minimizing  non-point  source  pollution. 


Part  of  the  study  will  involve  monitoring  the  water  quality  in 
several  areas  of  the  watershed  to  determine  the  specific  nature 
and  magnitude  of  the  non-point  source  pollution  problem.  Also, 
several  control  measures  aimed  at  reducing  this  pollution  will  be 
evaluated  including  the  development  of  multiple  use  reservoirs 
along  Irondequoit  Creek.  In  developing  a  water  quality  management 
plan  for  the  watershed,  the  main  emphasis  will  be  on  local  reg¬ 
ulations  and  small-scale  structural  improvements. 


On  page  81,  the  report  mentions  that  the  "Pure  Waters  Agency  is  the 
local  sponsor  implementing  New  York  State's  208  program."  More 
accurately,  Monroe  County  is  part  of  the  "non-designated"  portion  of 
the  state  for  208  Water  Quality  Planning  and  as  such,  ultimate 
responsibility  for  208  planning  rests  with  the  State  of  New  York 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (DEC).  However,  DEC,  in  its 
State  208  Plan,  supports  active  county  participation  in  refining  and 
implementing  the  State  208  Plan.  As  a  result,  Monroe  County  has 
recommended  the  Monroe  County  Administration  be  the  principal  agent 
for  carrying  out  the  208  program  locally.  In  addition,  within  Monroe 
County,  the  County  Manager  has  appointed  an  advisory  committee,  known 
as  the  Monroe  County  208  Water  Quality  Management  Planning  Committee, 
to  coordinate  state  208  activities  as  they  affect  Monroe  County. 

This  committee  is  made  up  of  members  of  several  County  agencies 
including  the  Division  of  Pure  Waters,  the  Environmental  Management 
Council  and  the  Departments  of  Health  and  Planning,  as  well  as 
local  officials  and  business  and  industrial  representatives. 


•.  ■  .  -jr-ii. 
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STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

department  of  agriculture  and  Markets 
J. Roger  Barber, Commissioner 
Albany,  New  York  12235 


September  14,  1979 


Mr,  Donald  M.  Liddell 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  NY  14207 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

The  Irondequiot  Creek  Watershed,  N.Y.,  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report, 

July  1979,  has  been  reviewed  on  behalf  of  the  New  York  State  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Markets.  Both  structural  plans  are  proposed  in  the  urbanized 
area  of  the  Panorama  Plaza  so  no  active  important  farmland  is  expected  to  be 
taken  out  of  production.  However,  we  in  the  Department  have  some  general 
comments  concerning  the  watershed  as  a  whole.  They  are  as  follows: 

1.  Viable  agricultural  production  is  ongoing  in  many  areas  of  the 
watershed  though  suburban  development  and  farmland  encroachment  has  occurred 
on  Important  Farmlands  in  closer  proximity  to  the  City  of  Rochester  over  time. 
Attachment  #1  indicates  agricultural  districts  which  have  been  formed  as  of 
March  1979  in  the  area  and  part  or  all  of  thos’e^&hich  have  been  shaded  yellow 
are  located  in  the  watershed.  This  is  only  one  indication  of  viable  agriculture 
that  exists  and  is  supportive  of  the  statement  on  page  A-9  pertaining  to  agri¬ 
cultural  land  in  areas  south  of  the  barge  ctnal.  Many  agribusinesses  are  located 
in  Rochester's  metropolitan  area  which  process,  market  and/or  support  the 
production  of  agricultural  goods  and  products  grown  in  Central  and  Western 

New  York.  Much  of  New  York's  best  farmland  is  found  in  this  and  neighboring 
watersheds.  The  enclosed  map*  and  attachement  #2  which  is  a  description  of 
Important  Farmland  in  New  York,  further  emphasizes  this  fact.  It  is  hoped  that 
actions  taken  by  this  proposal  will  not  jeopardize  drainage  systems  of  productive 
agricultural  lands  in  the  watershed. 

2.  If  substitute  storage  capacity  should  ever  be  needed  (Re:  "g" ,  p.96) 
precautions  should  be  made  to  ensure  more  encroachment  of  existing  productive 
farmland  does  not  prevail.  Scattered  non-agricultural  development  on  important 


*For  the  most  part  this  map  generally  outlines  Important  Farmland  soils  on  a 
statewide  basis;  any  detailed  planning  should  utilize  local-county  survey  maps 
which  are  available  at  the  county  soil  and  water  conservation  district.  A  few 
areas  have  been  shaded  incorrectly  on  this  state  map  and  the  revised  map  will  be 
available  within  a  month  or  so.  The  State  USDA-SCS  office  in  Syracuse,  New  York 
(or  myself)  can  furnish  you  a  copy  at  that  time  upon  request. 


farmlands  in  New  York  should  not  be  advocated  unless  a  national  overriding 
interest  prevails.  TUSDA  Secretary's  Statement  on  Land  Use  Policy,  Memorandum 
#1827,  revised,  10/31/78). 

3.  It  is  important  to  recognize  New  York  State's  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
Districts  (SWCD's)  in  any  watershed  planning.  They  were  not  discussed  under  the 
"Institutional  Analyses"  section  (beginning  on  page  66)  regarding  organizations 
involved  in  drainage  and  land  use  planning.  For  your  information  there  is  a 
differentiation  between  the  USDA  -  Soil  Conservation  Service  (as  portrayed  on 
page  70)  and  SWCD's.  A  brief  understanding  of  these  roles  are  described  below: 

Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Districts  in  New  York  State,  with  technical 
assistance  from  USDA-SCS,  work  at  the  local  county  level  to  assist  individual 
landowners  and  users  and  units  of  government  with  planning  and  installing 
conservation  practices,  with  onsite  planning  of  soil  and  water-related  problems, 
and  with  soil  interpretations  for  land  use.  In  addition,  they  are  functional  in 
other  public  input  activities.  Each  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District  (SWCD) 
consists  of  a  Board  of  Directors  and  its  district  employees.  The  Attorney  General 
has  ruled  that  each  SWCD  is  a  politicial  subdivision  of  the  State  of  New  York 
(having  the  same  boundary  as  its  county)  and  is  a  legal  branch  of  the  New  York 
State  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Committee  (NYS  SWCC).  The  NYS  SWCC  is  a  state 
agency  and  its  members  include  the  Commissioners  of  NYS  DEC  and  NYS  A&M,  as  well 
as  the  director  of  the  state  Agricultural  Extension  Service,  the  dean  of  the 
State  College  of  Agriculture  and  Life  Sciences,  the  president  of  the  College 
of  Environmental  Science  and  Forestry  of  the  SUNY  and  the  State  Conservationist 
of  USDA-SCS.  USDA-SCS  places  a  "District  Conservationist"  in  each  of  the  57 
SWCD(s)  as  the  lead  technical  person  who  provides  technical  assistance  for  ACP 
referrals  and/or  other  district  work  for  the  county  SWCD. 

For  your  information,  the  New  York  State  SWCC  which  sets  policy  and  provides 
direction  and  guidance  to  SWCD(s),  is  designated  by  NYS  DEC  (the  water  quality 
management  agency  of  NYS)  as  the  agency  to  administer  the  agricultural  nonpoint 
source  implementation  program  at  the  state  level.  SWCD(s)  will  be  instrumental  in 
the  evaluation,  the  interpretation,  the  development  of  BMP  solutions  to  the 
identified  problem,  and  the  installation  of  BMP  at  the  local  level.  Efforts  to 
coordinate  activities  with  county  SWCD's  provides  a  practical  approach  through  an 
agency  which  local  governments  and  citizens  can  relate  to  and  work  with  in  applying 
solutions . 

We  appreciate  this  chance  to  comment. 


Sincerely , 

«  r  ^  v 

Lse  A. 

Rural  Development  Specialist 


Louise  A.  Inglis  * 


LAI/t 
Enc . 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

100  Grange  Place 
Room  202 

Cortland,  New  York  13045 


September  13,  1979 


Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Preliminary  Feasibility  Report  dated  July  1979  for 
proposed  flood  damage  reduction  measures  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 

Watershed,  New  York.  These  comments  are  provided  to  assist  in  your 

preparation  of  the  Final  Feasibility  Report  and  are  not  the  comments  of 

the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  outlined  in  Section  2(b)  of  the  Fish 

and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661 
et  seq.). 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  previously  provided  comments  regarding 
the  Buffalo  District  Draft  Plan  of  Study  in  a  planning  aid  letter  dated 
February  9,  1977,  comments  on  the  proposed  scope  of  work  for  biological 
studies  in  a  letter  dated  April  27,  1979,  and  a  June  1,  1979  planning 
aid  letter  detailing  our  concerns  relating  to  the  proposed  structural 
alternatives  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area. 

General  Comments 

Several  areas  of  concern  relating  to  potential  adverse  impacts  to  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  this  report. 

Specific  Comments 

Page  11,  Environmental  Concerns.  Wildlife  resources  should  be  included 
in  this  section  following  the  discussion  of  fisheries  resources.  Numerous 
wetlands  and  the  existing  riparian  vegetation  provide  habitat  for 
species  of  waterfowl,  songbirds,  and  small  mammals. 

Page  84,  Water  Quality.  The  second  paragraph  of  this  section  does  not 
fully  describe  possible  impacts  to  water  quality  associated  with  channelization^ 
Sedement  quality  has  not  been  determined  and  disruption  of  polluted 
sediments  during  excavation  may  result  in  more  significant  and  long  term 
adverse  impacts  in  the  project  area  and  downstream. 


Colonel  George  P.  Johns* 
District  Engineer 


Paye  85,  F_ish  and  Wildlife.  The  second  paragraph  of  this  section  does 
not  adequate lV  discuss  potential  adverse  impacts  to  fishery  resources 
resulting  from  channelization.  The  impacts  that  the  resulting  increased 
turbidity  and  decreased  biological  productivity  mentioned  .in  the  section 
on  water  quality,  would  have  on  the  fishery  should  be  addressed.  In 
addition  to  increased  temperatures  resulting  from  wide,  shallow  channels, 
other  factors  must  be  considered.  Fish  populations  are  also  affected  by 
loss  of  appropriate  habitat  features  resulting  from  smooth  channels,  and 
alterations  or  reductions  in  benthic  populations  and  other  stream 
organisms  which  serve  as  a  food  source.  The  statement  "Future  hydraulic 
design  modifications  will  mitigate  the  problem"  without  a  more  detailed 
analysis  of  the  adverse  impacts  involved  and  specific  plans  to  offset 
these  impacts  oversimplifies  the  situation  and  should  be  omitted. 

Regarding  the  third  paragraph  of  this  section,  one  of  the  purposes  for 
using  set  back  levees  is  to  preserve  the  shade  and  cover  producing 
streamside  vegetation.  The  statement  about  clearing  of  shade  producing 
vegetation  is  accurate,  however  the  need  to  eliminate  the  vegetation 
between  the  levees  and  the  stream  is  questionable.  The  report  does  not 
indicate  that  this  proceedure  is  inherent  in  project  plans  nor  are  the 
impacts  of  such  clearing  discussed  in  the  terrestrial  vegetation  section 
on  page  86.  No  mention  is  made  of  project  related  impacts  to  wildlife 
in  this  section.  Possible  impacts  such  as  disruption,  displacement,  and 
loss  of  habitat  should  be  addressed.  In  addition,  information  relating 
to  State  and  Federally  listed  or  potential  endangered  or  threatened 
species  should  be  included. 

Page  86,  Wetlands.  Comments  under  p.  84  Water  Quality  apply.  Release 
of  pollutants  by  excavation  of  sediments  could  cause  significant  and 
long  term  impacts  to  valuable  downstream  wetland  resources. 

Page  86,  Terrestrial  Vegetation.  This  paragraph  states  that  impacts 
would  be'  minimal  "due  to  the  present  stress  on  the  vegetation  caused  by 
urbanization".  In  areas  of  expanding  development,  preservation  of 
habitat  to  enable  continued  use  of  the  area  by  fish  and  wildlife  becomes 
even  more  important  from  both  an  ecological  and  an  aesthetic  point  of 
view.  Channelized  areas  and  the  use  of  floodwalls  will  involve  alteration 
and  destruction  of  some  riparion  vegetation.  The  extent  and  the  significance 
of  these  losses  should  be  described  with  regard  to  the  importance  of 
this  vegetation  in  preserving  the  aquatic  and  terrestrial  habitat  in  the 
area. 

Page  89,  second  paragraph.  In  view  of  the  above  comments  describing  the 
various  possible  impacts  affecting  fisheries  resources,  a  low-flow 
channel  may  not  be  sufficient  to  maintain  adequate  fisheries  environment. 
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We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  and  look  forward  to 
further  coordination  on  the  proposed  Irondequoit  Creek  flood  control 
project. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Taul  P.  Hamilton 
Field  Supervisor 


\ 

\ 
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MEW  YORK  STATE  PLANNING  ANO  DEVELOPMENT  CLEARINGHOUSE 

Division  of  the  -Budget/  State  Capitol/  Albany,  flew  York  J 2 2 2 4 /  (  51  8)47^-1605 

August  23,  1979 


Donald  Liddell  (NCBED-PN) 
Chief,  Engineering  Division 
Department  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  St. 

Buffalo,  NY  14207 


Re:  Direct  Federal  Development 
Froject:  27656 
Feasibility  Report 
Iirondequoit  Creek  Watershed 
Monroe ,  Ontario  &  Wayne 
Counties 


Dear  Applicant: 

Notification  of  the  above  indicated  project  has  been 
sent  to  state  agencies  for  review  via  the  A-95  State 
Clearinghouse  system.  The  agencies  were  requested  to 
inform  us  if  they  identified  any  problems  and  to  submit 
any  comments  they  might  have.  The  agencies  were  provided 
30  days  (the  usual  review  period  under  Part  I  of  Circular 
A-95). 


The  end  of  the  30-day  period  has  passed  and  we  have 
received  no  statements  identifying  problems  or  making 
objection  to  the  proposed  pioject.  Comments  received,  if 
any,  are  attached  for  your  information. 

We  want  to  thank  you  for  submitting  this  notification 
in  accordance  with  Part  II  of  Circular  A-95. 


..J 

.  s'/'- 

TJM : 1 ao  v  L 

>i 


Sincerely , 


Thomas^J.  McDonald 
State  ^Clearinghouse 
Administrator 


Att : 


V 


J  -  UNIimsiAIKS  LNVIHONMtNT  AL  PROT  ECTION  AGENCY 

'  '  Ht  GION  II 

26  f  E  DE  R  AL  PLAZA 
NtW  YORK  NEW  YORK  10007 

SEP  7  1979 

Mr  ,  Donald  M .  Liddell 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo  ,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Mr .  Liddell: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  received  a  copy  of  the  draft 
feasibility  report  concerning  flood  damage  reduction  measures  in  the 
Iroiidequoit  Creek  Watershed,  New  York.  The  two  structural  alternatives 
under  consideration  are  the  levee/floodwall  plan  (Plan  B)  with  a  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  1 . 3  and  channelization/berm  plan  (Plan  C)  with  a  B/C  of  1 . 8 . 

V.’e  have  examined  the  document  and  have  a  number  of  comments  on  the  report. 

Page  F-12  discusses  the  fact  that  the  diversion  channel  alternative  was 
eliminated  since  it  merely  shifted  flood  damages  downstream.  The  same, 
however,  can  be  said  for  Plans  B  and  C,  since  they  also  do  not  provide 
storage  or  detention  capacity  for  the  waters  which  cause  flooding  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area.  The  document,  moreover,  does  not  state  whether 
the  downstream  channel  can  handle  the  expected  flow  satisfactorily,  nor 
the  extent,  if  any,  of  flooding  downstream  at  present. 

The  creek  has  a  heavy  growth  of  vegetation  along  its  banks  (Photographs)  . 
Removal  of  the  vegetation,  which  will  be  a  result  in  varying  degrees  of 
either  of  the  structural  alternatives,  will  help  cause  an  increase  in  the 
creek’s  water  temperature  by  removal  of  shade.  This  increase,  while 
not  always  in  itself  serious,  could  cause  irreparable  damage  to  the  existing 
and  future  fishery  of  the  creek.  Trout  are  known  for  their  sensitivity  to 
elevated  temperatures.  Anadromous  steelhead  trout  traverse  the  area 
on  their  spawning  runs  (page  11)  .  In  the  future,  organic  pollution  in  the 
creek  will  be  alleviated  due  to  various  scheduled  wastewater  treatment 
facilities.  This  stretch  of  creek  could  then  be  capable  of  supporting 
a  population  of  trout.  If  the  flood  control  project  is  constructed,  while 
it  might  not  totally  preclude  the  steelhead  spawning  runs,  the  area 
would  not  provide  suitable  habitat  for  a  resident  trout  population  due 
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to  the  elevated  temperature  and  lack  of  bank  vegetation.  Page  F-14  states 
the  overall  habitat  quality  could  be  improved  after  channelization.  This 
is  hard  to  believe  if  all  bankside  vegetation  is  removed,  as  a  food  source 
would  be  eliminated. 

There  are  apparently  also  no  plans  to  revegetate  the  berm  that  is  part 
of  the  channelization  plan,  since  the  side  of  the  berm  would  be  riprapped 
(page  F-12) .  This  procedure  would  be  just  as  aesthetically  displeasing 
as  the  levee/floodwall  system  is  stated  to  be  (page  F-15)  . 

Disposal  of  the  material  removed  from  the  stream  during  channelization 
is  not  discussed . 

An  alternative  which  has  not  been  considered  is  the  removal  of  only 
one  bank,  not  both,  during  channelization .  In  this  manner  the  habitat 
will  not  be  altered  so  drastically  and  recovery  time  for  the  streams 
population  would  be  reduced. 

V.'e  also  suggest  that  you  contact  the  Division  of  Pure  Waters  in  the 
New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (DEC) 
concerning  a  proposed  Urban  Runoff  Study  which  is  planned  for  the 
vicinity.  The  project  is  not  yet  funded,  but  you  may  wish  to  coordinate 
with  DEC  about  proposed  sampling  locations  and  schedule. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  have  examined  the  document  and  look 
forward  to  continuing  coordination. 


Sincerely  yours , 


Director 
Water  Division 


Congregg  of  tie  fcJniteb  fetateg 

$ou*e  of  Eeprrfentattoe* 

MMrfngton,  B.C.  20515 


July  30,  1979 


Lt.  Col.  Thomas  R.  Braun 
Acting  District  Engineer 
Corps  of  Engineers 
Department  of  the  Army 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

RE:  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 

Dear  Colonel  Braun: 

It  was  very  kind  of  you  to  notify  us  of  the  meeting  being 
held  on  August  15th  concerning  the  above  captioned  subject. 

I  will  attempt  to  have  a  member  of  my  staff  attend  this  meeting  if 
at  all  possible  but  would  appreciate  any  written  documentation 
being  made  available  after  the  gathering. 

Most  of  this  problem  involves  the  Congressional  Districts 
represented  by  Congressmen  Conable  and  Horton,  although  a 
very  small  area  of  my  district  does  become  entangled  with  this 
flood  problem. 

Again  thank  you  for  bringing  this  matter  to  my  attention. 

With  best  wishes. 


Sincerely , 


Gary  A.  Lee 
Member  of  Congress 


GAL/ajm  > 

513  Cannon  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.  C.  20515 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
100  Grange  Place 
Room  202 

Cortland,  New  York  13045 


June  1,  1979 


Colonel  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
District  Engineer,  Buffalo  District 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

This  concerns  the  proposed  Irondequoit  Creek  flood  control  project. 
Investigations  for  improvement  on  Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York  and  tri¬ 
butaries,  including  Allen  Creek,  were  authorized  in  a  resolution  through 
the  House  of  Representatives,  Committee  on  Public  Works.  The  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  contained  in  Section  208  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public 
Law  89-298)  adopted  October  1965.  These  comments  are  provided  to  assist 
in  your  completion  of  the  preliminary  feasibility  report  and  are  not  the 
comments  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  outlined  in  Section  2(b) 
of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16 
U.S.C.  661  et  seq.). 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  previously  provided  comments  regarding 
the  Buffalo  District  Draft  Plan  of  Study  in  a  planning  aid  letter  dated 
February  9,  1977  and  comments  on  the  proposed  scope  of  work  for  biological 
studies  in  a  letter  dated  April  27,  1979. 

Structural  improvements  have  been  proposed  for  Irondequoit  Creek  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area.  Town  of  Penfield,  New  York.  The  project  as  presently 
proposed  involves  a  stretch  of  approximately  1  mile  of  the  creek  extending 
downstream  from  the  Route  441  crossing  to  just  south  of  the  gravel 
quarry.  Conceptual  plans  at  this  time  include  alternatives  of  either 
stream  channelization  or  a  floodwall  and  levee  scheme.  Actual  dimensions 
and  placement  of  the  various  structures  have  not  been  determined. 


2. 


A  recent  site  inspection  indicates  that  despite  the  proximity  of  resi¬ 
dential,  commercial,  and  industrial  development,  there  is  substantial 
wildlife  habitat  along  the  creek  within  the  project  area.  Riparian 
hardwoods  and  shrubs  form,  for  the  most  part,  a  continuous  band  of 
vegetation  along  both  sides  of  the  creek  and  range  from  a  narrow  strip 
in  some  areas  to  wider  bands  extending  up  to  50  yards  from  the  creek 
bank.  A  more  extensive  wooded  area  is  located  on  the  west  bank  where 
Penfield  Road  crosses  the  creek.  Avian  species  observed  utilizing  the 
project  area  include  mallard,  mourning  dove,  grackle,  and  killdeer. 

These  relatively  undisturbed  vegetated  areas  along  the  creek  provide 
habitat  for  songbirds,  small  mammals,  and  other  wildlife.  Extensive, 
undeveloped  wetlands  exist  downstream  from  the  project  area  where  the 
creek  enters  Irondequoit  Bay. 

DEC  personnel  in  Avon,  New  York  have  indicated  that  valuable  fisheries 
resources  exist  in  Irondequoit  Creek.  Upper  areas  of  the  watershed  are 
classified  as  trout  waters  and  steelhead  are  stocked  yearly.  Rainbow 
trout  are  known  to  pass  through  the  project  area  in  spawning  runs. 

Upstream  from  the  project  area  a  good  population  of  stocked  and  wild 
brown  trout  exists  and  fishing  pressure  can  be  considered  heavy.  Sewage 
effluent  is  no  longer  discharged  into  Irondequoit  Creek  due  to  the  Pure 
Waters  sewage  diversion  program.  Improvements  in  the  water  quality  of 
degraded  trout  waters  in  the  lower  sections  of  the  watershed  are  anticipated 
as  a  result  of  this  program.  With  this  improvement  trout  populations 
are  expected  to  extend  their  ranges  further  downstream  to  include  the 
project  area. 

Considering  the  rapid  suburban  development  of  the  area  in  recent  years, 
the  existing  riparian  habitat  becomes  even  more  important  as  a  valuable 
source  of  food  and  cover  for  fish  and  wildlife.  Due  to  the  projected 
improvements  in  water  quality  in  the  project  area,  both  existing  and 
future  fisheries  resources  are  important  considerations. 

Development  and  assessment  of  project  alternatives  should  be  directed 
toward  selecting  a  plan  which  will  provide  effective  flood  control  and 
at  the  same  time  preserve  riparian  vegetation,  avoid  possible  adverse 
impacts  to  the  downstream  wetlands,  and  avoid  degradation  of  or  delay 
improvement  in  present  water  quality. 

The  effects  of  stream  channelization  are  generally  severe  and  long  term. 
Probable  impacts  include  loss  of  riparian  habitat  and  disruption  of 
benthic  populations  and  aquatic  vegetation  resulting  in  loss  of  food  and 
cover  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  Also,  possible  degradation  of 
water  quality  within  the  project  area  and  downstream  can  be  associated 
with  extensive  disruption  of  bottom  sediments.  We  would  not  support  a 
channelization  plan  where  an  effective  and  less  environmentally  damaging 
alternative  exists. 


The  levee/floodwall  scheme  could  provide  the  required  flood  protection 
and  with  some  modifications  minimize  the  project  related  adverse  impacts. 
Use  of  levees  would  avoid  extensive  streambed  alterations  and  therefore 
lessen  the  possibility  of  decreased  water  quality  and  downstream  impacts. 
The  levees  should  be  set  back  from  the  creek  bank  to  preserve  the  riparian 
vegetation  as  much  as  possible.  In  sections  where  floodwalls  must  be 
used  it  becomes  even  more  important  to  preserve  the  immediate  streamside 
vegetation  on  the  other  bank.  Plans  to  revegetate  the  levee  structures 
should  also  be  included  to  further  reduce  the  loss  of  valuable  riparian 
habitat.  Vegetation  of  equivalent  habitat  value  or  a  type  which  would 
allow  for  succession  of  native  species  should  be  utilized. 

Biological  studies  of  the  project  area  are  proposed  for  summer  and  fall 
1979  and  spring  1980.  When  data  from  these  studies  are  available  along 
with  specific  information  on  the  proposed  project  designs  further 
evaluation  of  the  project  alternatives  will  be  possible. 

Sediment  analysis  is  not  included  in  the  studies  at  this  time  and  is  not 
crucial  if  channel  alterations  can  be  avoided.  Should  development  of 
the  alternatives  indicate  that  channelization  cannot  be  avoided,  sediment 
quality  and  characteristics  will  be  an  important  consideration  and 
analysis  should  be  performed. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  at  this  time  and  look 
forward  to  further  coordination  on  the  proposed  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood 
Control  Project. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Paul  P.  Hamilton 
Field  Supervisor 
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.  FRANK  HORTON 

■  U  S  VtCPMCSEMTATM 
S+rx  District  or  New  York 

coMMrmii 

GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 
RANKING  MINORITY  MEMBER 

AD  HOC  COMMITTEE  ON 
ENERGY 

WASHINGTON  OmCEj 

2229  Rayburn  BuiunnR 
Washington.  D  C.  20S1I 
(202)  225-49  IS 


Congress!  of  tlje  Slnitfb  States! 
?§ou$e  of  iRepretfentatfbe* 
Kla^fagton,  B.C.  20515 

January  19 
19  7  9 


DISTRICT  orriCUl 
914  PCDCRAi.  BuiUDIMB 
Rocmcstcr.  New  York  14914 
(716)  293-4270 

ARTHUR  W.  KELLY 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANT 

DOLORES  ROSE 

fTDCAAL  UAJSON  ASSISTANT 

Watns  County  Omcc  Buiuennb 
Lyons.  New  York 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Col.  Ludwig: 

Some  time  has  elapsed  since  my  last  correspondence  from 
you  concerning  the  reevaluation  of  flooding  problems 
in  the  Village  of  Pittsford. 

Your  correspondence  dated  August  7,  1978  indicated 
that  your  schedule  under  the  Irondequoit  Creek  study 
was  to  complete  a  preliminary  report  in  November  1978 
on  the  feasibility  of  alternative  measures  for  flood 
management  and  allied  purposes.  I  would  appreciate 
receiving  any  further  information  that  may  be  available 
from  this  report. 

Thank  you  for  your  continued  interest  in  this  matter. 
With  kindest  regards. 


dincerely , 


Frank  Horton 


« 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

100  Grange  Place 
Room  202 

Cortland,  New  York  13045 


April  27,  1979 


Colonel  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
District  Engineer,  Buffalo  District 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

This  is  in  response  to  Phil  Berkeley's  memo  to  Doug  Ryan  of  my  staff 
requesting  our  comments  on  the  preliminary  scope  of  work  for  the  Ironde- 
quoit  Creek  biological  studies.  Due  to  manpower,  and  time  constraints, 
we  agreed  earlier  that  the  studies  could  be  contracted  out  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  providing  input  on  the 
scope  of  work. 

We  have  reviewed  the  preliminary  scope  of  work  and  find  it  to  be  satis¬ 
factory  for  the  most  part,  with  the  addition  of  the  following  considerations. 

The  frequency  of  sampling  during  each  of  the  sampling  seasons  should  be 
defined.  In  order  to  adequately  assess  fishery,  avian,  and  mammalian 
resources,  daily  sampling  and  observations  for  at  least  one  period  of  3 
to  4  days  during  each  of  the  sampling  seasons  is  needed. 

Salmonid  migrations  are  of  considerable  importance  in  Irondequoit  Creek. 

An  additional  sampling  period  should  be  established  during  March-April 
1980  to  include  the  Rainbow  trout  spawning  period  and  perhaps  more 
intensive  sampling  should  be  carried  out  during  the  fall  season  to 
properly  assess  other  salmonid  migrations  and  spawning. 

As  part  of  the  aquatic  studies  some  day/night  water  quality  sampling 
including  dissolved  oxygen,  would  be  of  value  to  determine  the  extent 
and  significance  of  any  diurnal  fluctuations  in  water  quality  which  may 
not  be  apparent  from  daytime  aquatic  fauna  samples  alone. 
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Since  project  plans  may  involve  streambed  alterations,  sediment  analysis 
should  be  performed.  The  effects  that  extensive  disruption  of  the 
bottom  material  may  have  in  the  project  area  and  downstream,  relative  to 
the  sediment  quality  and  characteristics,  should  be  investigated  as  part 
of  the  biological  studies. 

DEC  personnel  in  Avon,  New  York,  indicated  that  the  creek  flows  through 
the  gravel  quarry  immediately  downstream  from  the  project  area  during 
spring  high  flow  periods  rather  than  following  its  usual  course  around 
it.  Requests  for  stream  bank  repairs  to  correct  this  have  been  put  off 
as  it  has  been  suggested  that  this  occurrence  provides  flood  protection 
for  upstream  areas.  In  evaluating  the  results  of  the  biological  studies 
within  the  project  area,  attention  should  be  given  to  the  significance 
of  the  flood  control  value  and  the  biological  impacts  of  this  relative 
to  the  proposed  project  plans. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  at  this  time  and  look 
forward  to  further  coordination  on  the  proposed  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood 
Control  project. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Paul  P.  Hamilton 
Field  Supervisor 
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TOWN  or  PENFIELD 

JIOO  ATLANTIC  AVtNUC 
NCNTICLO.  ncw  rORK  I4l2ft 

October  17,  1978 


To:  The  Planning  Board;  The  Town  Board;  Col.  Dan  Ludwig, 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

From:  The  Conservation  Board 

Re:  Meeting  With  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  at  Penfield  Town 

Hall,  September  26,  1978 


The  Conservation  Board  wishes  to  lend  its  support  to  developing  and 
implementing  a  computerized  land  analysis  technique  as  outlined  by 
Col.  DanJLudwig  and  John  Adams  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
Due  to  Col.  Ludwig's  efforts,  the  U.S.  Congress  has  already  author¬ 
ized  $300,000  for  initiating  this  land  analysis  technique  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  (an  area  of  150  square  miles) .  These 
monies  cannot  be  used  for  any  other  purpose  by  communities  in  the 
watershed.  If  not  taken  advantage  of  soon,  the  opportunity  to  set 
up  a  computerized  land  use  analysis  system  will  be  lost. 

This  computerized  technique  appears  to  be  the  most  scientific,  com¬ 
prehensive  system  known  to  date  which  is  applicable  not  only  for 
land  use  planning  but  water  quality  planning  as  well.  (A  water 
quality  program  can  later  be  added  to  a  system  originally  set  up 
for  land  use  planning.) 

Advantages  of  the  land  analysis  computer  system: 

1.  Each  grid  in  the  computer  system  covers  one  acre. 

2.  Data  is  taken  from  aerial  photos. 

3.  The  laser  made  maps  are  very  sharp  and  clear  -  contours  as  small 
as  5  feet  are  recorded. 

4.  At  least  17  different  sets  of  information  can  be  included  in  the 
data  base,  such  as:  soils  map,  presence  of  structures,  drainage 
network,  traffic  zones,  elevations,  etc. 

5.  Criteria  for  any  particular  land  use  can  be  compiled  -  the  com¬ 
puter  will  then  show  the  areas  suitable  for  that  particular 
usage. 

6.  The  probable  effects  on  the  immediate  area  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
from  any  particular  development  upstream  in  the  watershed  can  be 
derived  from  the  computer. 
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The  computer  would  be  an  excellent  way  to  scientifically  check  out 
the  concerns  the  Conservation  Board  has  had  with  the  increased 
covering,  either  with  paving  or  buildings,  of  large  areas  of  land 
in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed.  The  Conservation  Board  and  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  both  feel  that  increased  development 
upstream  will  drastically  increase  the  flood  hazard  to  Panorama 
Plaza. 


As  to  the  Corps'  ideas  on  solving  the  flood  problem  in  Panorama 

Plaza,  the  Conservation  Board  would  not  favor: 

1.  Large  levees  which  would  disturb  large  areas  of  the  environment. 

2.  Diversion  channels,  again  dicturbing  the  environment  and  also 
creating  areas  of  stagnant  water. 

3.  Re-routing  of  Allen's  Creek  causing  disturbance  to  the  environ¬ 
ment,  plus  destroying  its  attractiveness  with  straightened 
concrete  lined  channels. 


4.  Building  check  dams  and  reservoirs  upstream  from  the  Plaza. 

Dams  have  broken  in  the  past.  Reservoirs  dug  in  the  parks  would 
destroy  the  purpose  of  the  parks  which  are  small.  Penfield  has 
worked  hard  to  establish  the  Linear  Park  along  Irondequoit  Creek 
Reservoirs  would  destroy  this  part  and  its  beauty.  Reservoirs 
are  notorious  for  leaving  muddy,  unsightly  banks  at  times  of  low 
water. 


By  the  end  of  1978,  the  Corps  will  complete  a  cost  benefit  analysis 
of  building  flood  control  structures  for  the  Plaza.  In  my  opinion, 
the  cost  benefit  analysis  should ’include  the  possibility  of  dismantl 
ing  the  Plaza  and  creating  a  park  in  the  flood  plain:  (See  the 
attached  article  from  the  Rochester  "Times-Union") .  Also  applicabl 
is  the  following  quote  from  the  "National  Parks  and  Conservation 
Magazine” : 

"An  Alabama  Department  of  Conservation  report  on  five  stream-channel 
ization  projects  showed  that  in  four  of  them  the  Federal  Government 
could  have  purchased  the  entire  flood  plain  at  less  than  the  con¬ 
struction  costs,  or  could  have  invested  these  monies  at  5  percent 
interest  to  more  than  repay  the  annual  flood  damage." 


Respectfully  submitted, 

(T  'O'-r-C'V'  0/J,  CW\ _ J 

El  i nor  Osborn 

For  The  Conservation  Board 
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September  15,  1978 


Colonel  Daniel  D.  Ludwig,  PE 

Department  of  The  Army 

U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Buffalo 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

Representative  Frank  Horton  provided  us  with  a  copy  of 
your  letter  to  him  dated  August  7,  1978.  We  are  gratified  to 
know  that  the  problem  of  flooding  in  the  Village  will  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed  study 
which  is  about  to  be  completed. 

Would  you  please  provide  our  office  with  a  copy  of  the 
preliminary  report  that  is  due  in  November  1978.  Your  assistance 
in  this  matter  is  very  much  appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

JW JC. 

David  C.  Shepherd 
Mayor 

Village  of  Pittsford 

DCS: jg 

cc :  Honorable  Frank  Horton 
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County  of  Monroe 

NEW  YORK 


DEPARTMENT  OF  PLANNING 

301  COUNTY  OFFICE  BUILDING 
ROCHESTER.  NEW  YORK  14614 

DON  B  MARTIN.  Director 


Mr.  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

SUBJECT:  Response  to  Corps  of  Engineers  Letter  Requesting  Town  Committ¬ 

ments  to  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Modeling  Program. 

Dear  Mr.  Ludwig: 

The  Department  of  Planning  has  reviewed  the  Corps'  Supplement  to  the  Plan 
of  Study  which  seeks  to  justify  undertaking  the  use  of  computer  modeling 
techniques  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Study. 

In  a  letter  dated  February  2,  1978,  we  supported  the  Corps'  efforts  to 
determine  the  potential  for  using  a  model  to  provide  flood  protection 
information  and  information  on  water  quality  as  well.  In  March,  1978, 
a  meeting  was  held  in  the  town  of  Henrietta  to  discuss  the  model  with 
watershed  community  representatives  and  others  interested  in  flood  pro¬ 
tection  and  water  quality  in  the  creek's  basin.  It  was  noted  at  that 
meeting  that  the  purpose  of  the  model  was  to  provide  gross  calculations 
regarding  flooding  problems  for  purposes  of  future  land  use  planning, 
flood  protection  measures,  etc.  It  was  also  noted  that  the  model  could 
be  calibrated  to  provide  more  detailed  information  about  smaller  sections 
of  the  drainage  basin  and  to  provide  data  on  water  quality.  Each  cali¬ 
bration  had  some  drawbacks  and  each  calibration  increased  the  cost  of 
modeling.  Our  impression  is  that  few  people  came  away  from  that  meeting 
with  a  clear  understanding  of  the  benefits  and  costs  of  each  of  the 
various  ways  in  which  the  model  could  be  used. 

While  we  supported  preliminary  efforts  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
using  a  model  in  this  study,  before  we  could  support  the  use  of  a  model 
which  presently  seems  to  raise  questions  concerning  its  value,  certain 
information  should  be  gathered.  That  information  is  as  follows: 

(1)  Community  Support  Should  be  Obtained.  The  original  purpose  for 
studying  the  watershed  was  to  help  communities  deal  with  flooding 
problems.  Without  community  support,  it  is  likely  the  program 
should  be  terminated.  Town  boards,  etc.  are  the  bodies  that  make 
decisions  regarding  community  involvement  in  the  program.  The  Corps 
should  provide  enough  technical  information  about  the  model,  its 
various  calibrations  and  associated  costs  and  benefits,  etc.,  so  that 
each  community  can  determine  whether  they  should  support  the  use  of 
the  model. 


Mr.  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
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(2)  Use  of  the  Model  for  Water  Quality  Study.  It  has  been  indicated 
at  various  meetings  that  the  Corps'  model  could  also  be  used  to 
gather  data  on  water  quality  for  the  eventual  purpose  of  dealing  with 
non-point  sources  of  pollution  in  the  watershed.  The  local  208 
Water  Quality  Management  Technical  Advisory  Committee  feels  that  the 
model  is  not  suitable  for  water  quality  sampling,  etc.,  which  they 
feel  should  be  the  first  step  taken  in  water  quality  planning  in  the 
creek's  basin.  The  Committee  has  developed  a  proposal  to  obtain  funds 
to  study  water  quality  in  the  Irondequoit  Bay.  Additionally,  if  the 
Corps  model  were  to  be  used  for  this  purpose,  it  is  understood  that 

to  calibrate  it  for  water  quality  planning  work  would  require  additional 
funds.  The  Committee  feels  that  there  are  several  adequate  water 
quality  models  available  that  deal  specifically  with  the  topic  they 
are  concerned  with.  Regardless,  it  should  be  determined  how  this 
relates  to  the  Corps'  modeling  efforts  and  data  base,  how  this  may 
affect  work  proposed  by  the  Corps,  coordination  between  the  two  efforts, 
etc.  It  is  suggested  that  you  contact  John  Davis,  Deputy  Director  of 
Pure  Waters  (a.c.716)  428-5577,  for  further  information  on  this  matter. 

(3)  Progress  on  the  Program.  Assuming  community  support  and  coordin¬ 
ation  with  the  208  Committee's  efforts  can  be  obtained,  a  schedule  for 
progress  on  the  program  should  be  set  out.  To  date,  meetings  have 
been  infrequent.  People  begin  to  lose  interest  in  the  program. 

Community  and  other  agency  representation  varies  from  meeting  to  meet¬ 
ing,  resulting  in  a  lack  of  cohesiveness  in  the  program.  It  has  not 
been  precisely  clear  from  the  way  information  has  been  presented  what 
the  implications  of  various  proposals  are.  There  is  no  one  person 

or  group  that  is  leading  the  program  (however,  your  letter  mentioned 
that  you  are  anxious  to  establish  such  a  group  or  committee  and  we 
feel  that  this  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction).  Additionally, 
prospective  participants  and  their  roles  must  be  clearly  defined. 
Meetings  should  be  held  more  frequently,  perhaps  once  a  month.  There 
should  be  a  specific  topic  for  each  meeting  and  the  committee  should 
be  able,  at  the  end  of  the  meetings,  to  give  the  Corps  directions  on 
the  program. 

The  results  of  the  information  gathered  on  these  points  may  well  indicate 
that  it  is  no  longer  feasible  to  pursue  the  use  of  the  Oconee-type  model 
as  a  tool  for  study  flooding  and  water  quality  problems  in  the  creek's 
watershed.  If  this  turns  out  to  be  the  case,  it  does  not  mean  that  the 
program  should  end  or  that  it  has  to.  We  would  urge  that  in  any  case,  the 
Corps  call  a  meeting  of  the  communities  in  the  watershed  and  discuss  what 
services  they  would  still  provide  under  the  program  and  what  communities 
could  expect  in  the  way  of  output  useful  in  dealing  with  flooding  problems. 
Thus,  there  may  still  be  some  benefit  to  be  gained  from  continuation  of 
the  program.  We  would  encourage  the  Corps  to  pursue  this  last  idea  if  the 
use  of  the  model  proves  to  be  infeasible. 

Sincerely , 

Don  B.  Martin 

Director  of  Planning 
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Hon.  Frank  J.  Horton,  Congressman,  34th  District 
Lucien  A.  Morin,  County  Manager 

John  Davis,  Deputy  Director,  Division  of  Pure  Waters 
G.  Richard  Sutherland,  Associate  Public  Health  Engineer,  County 
Health  Department 

Richard  Burton,  County  Health  Department 

Steven  Murphy,  County  Environmental  Management  Council 

Alan  Taddiken,  Center  for  Governmental  Research,  Inc. 

John  J.  Coffee,  Legislator,  9th  Legislative  District 
Joanne  D.  VanZandt,  Legislator,  10th  Legislative  District 
Louise  M.  Slaughter,  Legislator,  11th  Legislative  District 
John  Stanwix,  Legislator,  12th  Legislative  District 
Michael  Ormsby,  Legislator,  13th  Legislative  District 
Eugene  C.  Mazzola,  Jr.,  Legislator,  15th  Legislative  District 
Pamela  Hopeman,  Chairperson,  Monroe  County  Planning  Board 
George  Gardner,  Chairman,  Monroe  County  Planning  Council 
Henry  Williams,  Chairman,  Genesee  Finger  Lakes  Regional  Planning 
Council 

Ned  Holmes,  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  Avon 
John  Stainton,  Commissioner  of  Community  Development,  City  of 
Rochester 

Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Brighton  , 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Henrietta 

Roberta  Barnes,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Mendon 

Irene  Gossin,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Penfield 

Lake  Edwards,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Perinton 

Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Pittsford 

Clement  McGhan,  Councilman,  Town  of  Victor 

Raymond  Parrish,  Supervisor,  Town  of  West  Bloomfield 

Anthony  Della  Pietra,  Mayor,  Village  of  East  Rochester 

Peter  McDonough,  Mayor,  Village  of  Fairport 

David  C.  Shepherd,  Mayor,  Village  of  Pittsford 

William  Larsen 
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FRANK  HORTON 
US  IXlPOl  ‘.f  H*AT|VC 
34.  *»  D^Tmci  or  Nrw  York 
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COMM  ITT  ir 

government  operations 

RANKING  MINORITY  MfMOl  R 

AD  HOC  COMMITTEE  ON 
ENERGY 

DAVID  A  LOVENHEim 
ADMINISTRATIVE  ASSISTANT 

Washington  orricc 
2229  Rat  born  Building 
Washington  D  C.  20515 
(202)  225-4916 
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ARTHUR  W  Kl  l.LV 
special  a*  Distant 

DOLORES  ROSE 
rSOtMAL  LIAISON  ASS  STAVT 

Watnc  County  Omcr  Building 
Lyons.  New  York 


Col.  Donald  D.  Ludwig 
District  Engineer 
U.  S.  Army  Engineer  District 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Col.  Ludwig: 

I  am  in  receipt  of  the  enclosed  correspondence 

from  the  Hon.  David  C.  Shepherd,  Mayor  of  the 

Village  of  Pittsford  which  is  located  in  my  Congressional 

District. 

As  you  will  note,  the  problem  is  not  located  only  on 
Austin  Park.  The  stream  receives  drainage  from  many 
properties  in  the  town  and  state  and  county  highway 
drainage  systems. 

I  would  sincerely  appreciate  a  re-evaluation  of  this 
matter  and  a  review  of  the  problem  on  the  basis  of  the 
entire  stream. 

Your  courtesy  and  consideration  on  behalf  of  the 
residents  of  the  Town  and  Village  of  Pittsford 
will  be  most  welcomed. 

With  kindest  regards. 


Sincerely, 


FH: drmpk 
Enc . 
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Town  of  Pittsford 

MONROE  COUNTY 

11  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET,  PITTSFORD,  N.Y.  14534 
Phone  588-2320 


July  20,  1978 


Thomas  R.  Braun 

Lt.  Col.,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Deputy  District  Engineer 

Dept,  of  the  Army-Buffalo  District 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


Dear  Colonel  Braun: 


I  am  sorry  for  the  delay  in  this  matter,  but  I  am 
now  able  to  report  positively  to  your  letter  of  May  22, 
1978.  In  tthe  paragraph  attached,  please  find  ,a  certi¬ 
fied  copy  of  the  resolution  of  the  Pittsford  Town  Board 
made  on  the  18th  of  July,  1978,  committing  us  to  promo¬ 
ting  the  information  which  will  grow  out  of  the  Corp’s 
study  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek.  You  will  notice  also 
that  we  have  obligated  the  Town  to  contribute  $1,000.00 
Also,  we  are  naming  Timothy  Downing  as  our  official 
representative  to  the  coordinating  committee. 


Please  let  us  know  as  things  develop. 

Sincerely, - 

7  r 

iX&o- 

Paul  M.  Spiegel 
Supervisor  L/ 
TOWN  OF  PITTSFORD 
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At  a  meeting  of  the  Town 
Board  of  the  Town  of  Pittsford, 
held  at  the  Town  Hall,  in  the  Town 
of  Pittsford,  New  York,  on  the  18th 
Day  of  July  1978. 


PRESENT: 


ABSENT: 


Paul  M.  Spiegel,  Supervisor 
Robert  G.  McAndrew,  Counci Iper son 
Richard  W.  Colgan,  Councilperson 
Robert  C.  McNamara,  Councilperson 
Carol  K.  Kaman,  Councilperson 

None 


CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  STUDY  OF  IRONDBQUOIT  CREEK  [$1,000] : 

A  resolution  was  offered  by  Spiegel  and  seconded  by  McAndrew, 

RESOLVED,  that  One  Thousand  Dollars  [$1,000]  be  allocated  for 
the  use  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  their  study  of  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  that  Timothy  Downing  be  and  hereby  is 
appointed  to  a  Coordinating  Committee  to  utilize  any  informa¬ 
tion  emanating  from  this  study  which  would  be  advantageous 
to  the  Town  of  Pittsford. 


ROLL  CALL: 


Ayes  :  Robert  G.  McAndrew 
Robert  C.  McNamara 
Paul  M.  Spiegel 

Nays  :  .Carol  K.  Kaman 

Richard  W.  Colgan 

Declared  carried. 

****■**★★★  A  ********* 


STATE  OF  NEW  YORK  ) 

COUNTY  OF  MONROE  )  SS 
TOWN  OF  PITTSFORD  ) 

I  GERALD  G.  ELLIOTT,  Secretary  of  the  Town  Board  of  the  Town 
of  Pittsford,  New  York,  do  hereby  certify  that  I  have  compared 
a  copy  of  the  resolution,  as  herein  specified  with  the  original 
in  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  the  Town  Board  of  the  Town  of 
Pittsford,  and  that  the  same  is  a  correct  transcript  thereof 
and  of  the  whole  of  said  original. 

IN  TESTIMONY  WHEREOF  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  this  21st  day 
of  JULY,  1978. 


Gerald  G.  Elliott,  Secretary  to  the 
Town  Board  of  the  Town  of  Pittsford 
Countv  ..of  Morproe  .  State  of  .New.JYork  , 


I 


^Tillage  o! 
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July  14,  1978 


Congressman  Frank  Horton 
104  Federal  Building 
Rochester,  New  York  l46l4 

Dear  Frank : 

I  have  been  most  pleased  to  participate  with  you  recently 
in  public  events  in  the  area  of  the  Village  of  Pittsford.  You 
have  always  been  willing  to  take  the  time  to  "meet  the  public" 
on  such  occasions.  You  seem  to  have  an  endless  store  of  energy 
and  a  warm  way  w ith  your  constituents. 

From  time  to  time,  the  Village  of  Pittsford  has  sought  to 
enlist  the  aid  of  government  at  the  Federal  level  and  with  rare 
exceptions  we  have  not  had  our  voice  heard  and/or  responded  to. 

The  Village  does  have  a  growing  flood  danger  problem  which  is 
far  bigger  than  the  Village's  capacity  to  solve.  We  were  given 
encouragement  recently  at  one  point  by  representatives  of  the 
Department  of  the  Army  Corn  of  Engineers.  We  attempted  to  follow 
up  on  that  lead  but  apparently,  once  again,  as  in  other  projects, 
we  are  going  to  be  turned  down. 

As  you  know,  the  Barge  Canal  winds  through  the  Village  of 
Pittsford  a.nd  in  the  area  of  Austin  Park  thence  on  to  the  Village' 
westerly  border,  there  is  located  a  stream.  This  stream  reflects 
upland  drainage  from  developed  and  undeveloped  properties  in  the 
town,  a  major  Niagara  Mohawk  right-of-way  and  state  and  county 
controlled  highway  drainage  systems.  Over  the  years,  this  stream 
has  continued  to  grow  in  both  size  and  velocity  and  our  major 
concern  is  the  type  of  flood  danger  which  would  be  generated  or 
occur  on  a  long-term  or  25-50  year  frequency  basis. 

I  am  enclosing  herewith  a  copy  of  my  letter  as  Mayor  of 
the  Village  of  Pittsford  to  Lt .  Col.  Thomas  R.  Braun,  of  the  Army 
Corp  of  Engineers  dated  April  10,  1978,  as  well  as  a  copy  of 
Col.  Daniel  D.  Ludwig's  letter  of  April  27,  1978.  In  effect. 

Col.  Ludwig  has  turned  the  problem  back  to  the  Village  of 
Pittsford  and  our  plea  for  a  major  study  and  flood  protection 
program  has  been  rejected. 


i 


i  Congressman  Frank  Horton  (conid.) 

i 

I  am  writing  to  you  because  I  know  of  your  sincere  interest 
,  in  matters  affecting  the  Village  of  Pittsford  and  other  munici- 

I  palities  located  in  your  district.  Also,  I  am  writing  you 

because  you  have  a  reputation  for  getting  things  done.  I  am 
hoping  that  you  will  intercede  on  behalf  of  the  Village  of 
Pittsford  (and  surrounding  areas  involved  in  this  flood  danger 
area)  to  the  end  that  the  Army  Corp  of  Engineers  will  re-evaluate 
I  their  stand  anc  come  to  our  aid. 

I  am  hoping  that  we  will  have  an  occasion  to  get  together 
personally  soon  again. 


Sincerely , 

(  .. 

L  c! :  .V  (  /-  /  /j  ,ti/ 

ft 

David  C.  Shepherd  ' 
Mayor 

VILLAGE  OF  PITTSFORD 


DCS :  jg 
Encs . 
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July  13,  1978 


h  •Oi'v/iOc  COUNi  Y 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

MANAGEMENT 

COUNCIL 

James  K.  Nolen,  CHAIRMAN 


Donald  M.  Liddell 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  H207 

Dear  Mr.  Liddel 1  : 

The  Environmental  Management  Council  staff  has  reviewed  the  Corps'  proposed 
computer  analysis  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed.  It  is  a  very  ambitious 
project  and  would  probably  produce  much  valuable  information.  Although  the 
project  is  now  stymied,  we  feel  it  could  be  revised  and  offered  again  with  a 
good  chance  for  success. 

There  are  several  problems  with  the  present  approach  that  should  be  carefully 
considered  in  devising  a  new  approach. 

1.  The  model  and  its  required  data  collection  effort  are  very  complex  and 
expensive  and  will  be  applicable  to  only  one  watershed. 

2.  Local  government  officials  and  the  general  public  have  mi sunderstood  the 
value  of  the  proposed  basin-wide  study  effort.  They  have  come  to  believe 
that  because  very  few  large-scale  developments  take  place  there  is  little 
value  in  a  large-scale  model. 

3.  Roles  for  the  various  participants  have  not  been  clearly  defined  or,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  County,  have  been  ignored  altogether. 

4.  The  water  quality  segment  of  the  model  is  a  weak  link  and  its  output 
could  not  be  used  confidently. 

These  problems  correspond  to  several  general  needs  that  should  be  considered 
in  developing  a  new  approach. 

1.  Reasonably  accurate  water  quantity  models  are  needed  that  a.  are  general 
enough  or  flexible  enough  (easily  modified)  to  be  used  in  other  water¬ 
sheds  in  the  County  and  b.  are  as  simple  as  possible  (given  the  accuracy 
constraints)  to  minimize  the  effort  and  expense  of  data  collection. 


Donald  M.  Liddell 
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2.  A  two  (or  more)  leveled  approach  is  needed  for  assessing  effects  and 
selecting  control  measures.  First,  there  should  be  a  basin-wide  model 
to  assess  large-scale  changes  such  as  land  use  plans  and  large  proposed 
developments.  This  assessment  would  be  used  to  select  major  non-st ructural 
and  structural  control  measures.  Second,  there  should  be  appropriate 
models  for  assessing  small-scale  changes  such  as  most  developments.  These 
would  be  used  to  select  control  measures  for  individual  projects  and  they 
should  insure  consistency  of  individual  controls  with  overall  measures. 

3.  All  potentially  important  participants  need  to  be  identified  and  brought 
together  and  agreement  must  be  reached  on  their  various  roles.  A  single 
coordinator  should  be  selected  and  each  role  should  be  fairly  clear. 

1*.  Issues  other  than  water  quantity,  such  as,  water  quality,  erosion,  and 
sedimentation,  need  to  be  considered  and  every  attempt  should  be  made  to 
coordinate  efforts  for  comprehensive  treatment  of  these  related  issues. 

The  forps  certainly  cannot  be  expected  to  satisfy  all  of  these  needs,  but  it 
has  a  crucial  role  to  play.  Related  efforts  are  underway  that  with  proper 
coordination  could  help  to  more  completely  satiny  local  needs.  EMC  has  a 
Drainage  Committee  with  broad  representation  studying  these  issues  that  would 
be  glad  to  cooperate  with  the  Corps  and  that  would  greatly  appreciate  the 
Corps  input.  There  is  also  a  208  Planning  Group  that  would  cooperate  on  water 
qual i ty  aspects. 

We  would  be  glad  to  discuss  these  ideas  with  you  if  you  feel  this  would  be 
helpful . 

Sincerely, 

f  A 

Jane  Schmidt,  Chairperson 
EMC  Drainage  Committee 

jnb 

cc:  Don  Martin,  Director 
Dept,  of  Planning 


'/ 
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ROCHESTER,  NEW  YORK  14604  •  716-454  5630 

WAYNE  E  ACKART 
LEONARD  i  ROWER 
LEROY  w  RROWN 
RORERY  w  RUYLER 
LAMES  C  OUNLAR 
Earl  I  GEER 
T'MOTMY  K  LtAMRTON 
EDWIN  L  RUMMER 
SALVATORE  A  loRELLA 
RODERIC  '  ISLAND 
jOSERNC  LU 
RORER’C  RlECASM 
Richards  ranoau 

'  "'WARPm  S'-ARIRO 
•I'llARD  H  STEANE 


Colonel  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 

U.  S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Buffalo 

Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


Re  '■  Corps'  Irondeguoit  Creek  Water  Shed  Study 


Dear  Colonel : 

Normally,  as  a  consultant,  I  refrain  from  publicly  commenting 
on  a  project  for  which  1  am  not  directly  involved.  In  this 
instance  however,  because  of  my  indirect  involvement  as  a 
member  of  the  Environment  Management  Council's  Drainage  Committee 
I  feel  such  action  on  my  part  is  acceptable. 

The  Corps  and  its  Consultant  have  worked  quite  hard  and  have 
done  an  excellent  job  in  formulating  the  proposed  study.  There 
seems  however,  to  be  a  lack  of  visible  local  support.  1  feel 
that  this  lack  of  support  originates  from  three  directions: 

1:  A  lack  of  functional  coordination  between  the  local 

agencies  in  informing  the  Corps  of  exactly  what  is 
uniformly  desired;  there  are  too  many  interested 
jurisdictions;  of  which  none  are  apparently  function¬ 
ing  in  a  coordinating  or  clearinghouse  capacity; 

2:  The  existance  of  other  related  study  efforts  such  as  the 
proposed  208  study;  and 

3:  A  desire  by  some  of  the  local  jurisdictions  to  have 
the  Corps  produce  the  study  in  a  manner  such  that 
the  effects  of  relatively  minor  land  changes  can  be 
immediately  assessed.  An  aspect  beyond  the  scope  of 
the  proposed  study. 


U.  S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Buffalo 
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In  my  discussions  with  interested  parties  though,  I  do  re¬ 
cognize  a  desire  for  the  Corps'  assistance.  This  desire  how¬ 
ever,  is  not  actively  nor  openly  expressed,  I  feel,  because 
the  parties  are  not  fully  appreciative  of  the  benefits  accruing 
from  a  study  of  the  type  proposed.  Perhaps  several  additional 
meetings,  on  a  workshop  rather  than  a  presentation  basis,  can 
establish  a  better  understanding  of  the  study  goals  and  benefits. 
The  additional  time  for  these  meetings  will  also  allow  the 
various  local  jurisdictions  to  be  more  in  concert  with  each 
other . 

Very  truly  yours, 

„  \i‘  -<■  c/.(' 

Howard  M.  Shapiro  • 

HMS/mo 


TOWN  OF  PENFIELD 


3100  Atisntic  A*. 
PtnfM,  N.  Y.  14526 


IB 


IRENE  L  GOSSIN,  Supwvinx 


June  21,  1978 


Thomas  R.  Braun 
Lt  Col,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Deputy  District  Engineer 
Dept  of  the  Army 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  N.  Y.  14207 

RE:  Irondequoit  Creek  Model 

Dear  Mr.  Braun: 

In  reply  to  your  letter  of  May  22,  1978,  please  find  attached 
a  certified  resolution  assuring  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the 
following: 

1.  The  commitment  of  the  Town  of  Penfield  to  the  use 

of  information  to  be  made  available  provided  by  such 
a  model. 

2.  Obligating  the  Town  to  contribute  $1,000  by  Jan.  1979 
to  cover  local  costs  of  the  model  operation  from 
1979  to  1984. 

3.  Naming  of  myself,  as  Supervisor,  to  a  coordinating 
committee.  Councilman  Donald  Milton  is  named  as 
alternate . 

It  is  our  hope  that  the  coordinating  committee  will  be 
convened  at  an  early  date.  Should  a  meeting  place  be  required, 
we  are  happy  to  offer  our  Town  Hall. 


Yours  truly, 

ILG:bf  Irene  L.  Gossin,  Supervisor 

Enc. 

cc:  Frank  J.  Horton,  Congressman 

Lucien  A.  Morin,  County  Manager 
Don  Martin,  Co.  Dept  of  Planning 

Supervisor,  Towns  of  Pittsford,  Victor,  Mendon,  W.  Bloomfield, 
Macedon,  Brighton,  Henrietta 
Chairman,  Ontario  Co.  Bd.  of  Supervisors 

Mayors  of  E.  Rochester,  Fairport,  Pittsford,  Honeoye  Falls 
D.  Milton,  Councilman  Town  of  Penfield 


Penfield  Town  Board 

Public  Works  _  _  Comm. 


BY : _  Supervisor  Irene  L.  Gossin _ _ _ . 

RESOLUTION  NO ■  3C  /  OF  1978  (6/19/78) 

NAME:  Assurance  to  Corps  of  Engineers  re;  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood 
Study  _ 


WHEREAS,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  was  authorized  by  the  Congress  to  survey 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  is  undergoing  rapid  suburban 
development,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Town  of  Penfield, at  the  lower  reaches  of  the  Watershed, 
has  already  suffered  extensive  flood  damage  and  with  continuing 
upstream  development  it  is  imperative  that  such  development  be 
carefully  controlled,  lest  the  Town  be  placed  in  a  catastrophic 
situation^  and 

WHEREAS,  Control  of  upstream  land  use  resides  primarily  in  the  hands 
of  local  government,  and 

WHEREAS,  small  local  governments  often  lack  sufficient  data  and  expertise 
to  exact  high  development  standards,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Corps  has  recommended  that  a  Supplement  to  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Plan  of  Study  be  approved,  such  Supplement  to  be  estimated  at 
$250,000  -  $300,000,  to  consist  of  a  detailed  model  which  could  predict 
changes  in  flood  heights,  flood  damages  and  certain  environmental 
indicators,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Corps  recommendation  has  been  arrived  at  after  positive 
responses  obtained  during  a  number  of  meetings  with  State,  County  and 
local  officials, 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Town  of  Fenfield  assures  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  of  its  sincere  desire  to  urge  the  approval  of  the 
Supplement  to  the  Plan  of  Study  and  also  assures  the  Corps  that  the 
Town  of  Penfield  will  use  the  model,  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Town  of  Penfield  agrees  to  meet  the 
local  cost  of  approximately  $1000  for  the  entire  pe-od  of  1979-1984, 
such  cost  to  include  coordination,  mapping  and  interpretation  of 
results,  and 

BE  IT  EVEN  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  Supervisor  Irene  L.  Gossin  be 
appointed  to  sit  on  the  Coordinating  Committee  and  that  an  alternate 
to  the  Committee  be  Donald  Milton, 

Moved  by:  Supervisor  Gossin 

Seconded  by:  Board  Member  Bundschuh 

Vote:  Bundschuh - Aye_ 

Gossin  - - - 

Milton  - - - 

Nielsen  - - 

Philbrick 


I  have  compared  the  preceding  with 
the  original  thereof,  on  file  in 
this  office,  and  do  hereby  certify 
that  the  same  is  a  correct  trans¬ 
cript  therefrom  and  of  the  whole 
of  said  original. 

- 

Nancy  GuhCTier,  Town  Clerk 

Town  of  Penfield 
Dated:  June  20,  1978 


RICHARD  D.  WILES 
Supervisor 


PTotttn  ^ 

MONHOE  COUNTY.  NEW  YORK 

2300  ELMWOOD  AVENUE  /  ROCHESTER,  NEW  YORK  14618  /  473-  8800 

June  15,  1978 


Lt .  Col.  Thomas  R.  Braun 
Department  of  the  Army 
Buffalo  Dist.,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  St. 

Buffalo,  N.  Y.  14207 

Dear  Lt.  Col.  Braun: 

•  * 

In  reference  to  your  letter  of  May  22,  1978  concerning  a  watershed 
model  for  Irondequoit  Creek,  our  Town  Board,  at  its  June  14,  1978  meeting 
unanimously  endorsed  this  program  and  will  provide  $1,000  as  our  local 
fund  contribution. 

We  are  hoping  that  a  Watershed  Committee  will  be  approved  by  all 
towns  in  this  area  and  we  will  appoint  a  member  to  this  committee  and 
will  pay  for  our  share  at  the  time  of  the  committees  formation. 

Sincerely, 

TOWN  OF  BRIGHTON 


Supervisor 


RDW:ps 


Organized  1796 


Town  of  Pittsford 

MONHOK  COUNTY 

11  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET,  PITTSFORD,  N  Y.  14534 
Phone  586-8649 


June  14,  1978 


Colonel  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
Buffalo  District 
The  Corps,  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

The  Town  Board  of  Pittsford  and  its  staff  had 
further  conversations  in  regard  to  the  proposed  study 
of  the  Irondequoit  Valley. 

• 

It  is  our  considered  opinion  that  an  Oconee 
study  is  the  ultimate  and  would  be  the  very  best  type 
of  study. 


We  are  given  pause,  however,  by  the  expenditures 
which  would  initially  be  necessary  and  we  are  given  further 
pause  by  the  realization  that  continued  expenditures  would 
be  needed  to  keep  the  study  up  to  date  as  development 
occurred . 


We  have  given  further  thought,  also,  to  the 
realization  that  the  effectiveness  of  such  a  study  is 
dependent  upon  the  inter-municipal  cooperation  in  the 
future  of  the  various  Town  governments  and  of  various 
developers  and  even  of  Court  decisions  pertaining  to 
zoning.  The  problems  attending  the  effective  utilization 
of  all  the  virtues  of  an  Oconee  study  lead  us  to  believe 
that  it  would  be  possible  to  lose  all  of  the  benefits  if 
everything  did  not  work  well  in  the  political  or  social 
fields  in  the  future. 

We  have  also  given  thought  to  the  feeling  that 
the  number  of  flooding  problems  of  the  Irondequoit  are 
some-what  limited  as  compared  to  many  other  streams;  that  is, 
they  are  well  defined.  The  methods  of  handling  or  controlling 
or  alleviating  these  problems,  we  feel,  is  well  within  the 
scope  of  the  ability  and  experience  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
without  Oconee  study. 


1 
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Therefore,  may  we  make  a  recommendation  to  you 
that  you  give  up  the  Oconee  study  and  try  to  proceed 
with  the  study  of  the  creek  on  a  problem  and  response 
method  using  known  and  accepted  methods. 

Please  be  assured  of  the  continuing  interest 
of  the  Town  of  Pittsford  and  our  willingness  to  cooperate. 


PMS/bh 


TOWN  OF  PITTSFORD 


cc :  John  McCarthy 

Irene  Gossin 
Lake  Edwards 
Douglas  Fisher 
Roberta  Barnes  * 
Jack  Kelly 
Bill  Larsen 


t 


Town  of  Perinton 


31  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET  •  FAIRPORT.  N.Y.  14450  •  PHONE  223  0770 


June  13,  1978 


Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  St. 

Buffalo,  N.  Y.  1A207 

Dear  Sirs: 

This  refers  to  letter  of  May  22,  File  NCBED-PN  from  Lt»  Col.  Thomas  R.  Braun 
suggesting  that  the  Town  of  Perinton  consider  a  commitment  of  $1,000  to  cover 
local  costs  toward  an  Oconee-type  study  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

The  Town  Council  resolved  at  its  regular  meeting  June  8,  1978  to  refrain  from 
making  this  commitment,  believing  that  the  problem  has  received  adequate 
study. 


SUPERVISOR 
Town  of  Perinton 


cc  - 

WCL 

RAB 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

P.  0.  Box  57,  Avon,  New  York  14414 
Telephone:  716-226-2466 


Peter  A.  A.  Berle, 
Commissioner 


Irwin  H.  King 
Regional  Director 

April  11,  1978 


Lieutenant  Colonel  Thomas  R.  Braun 
Deputy  District  Engineer 
Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Braun: 


Re:  Irondequoit  Creek  Study 

Corps  Reference  --  NCBED-PN 
Monroe  County 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  March  27,  1978,  to  Thomas  P. 
Eichler  at  our  Albany  office. 

As  you  know,  I  have  met  with  John  McCarthy  of  your  staff  and  also 
with  your  consultants  to  assist  in  the  data  gathering  effort.  We 
have  arranged  a  meeting  on  April  12  with  Division  of  Pure  Waters' 
Survey  and  Analysis  staff  from  Albany  and  Monroe  County  technical 
staff  to  further  define  water  quality  work  we  will  recommend  to 
the  Corps . 

Following  our  meeting  we  plan  to  meet  with  John  McCarthy  next 
week  to  further  explore  model  possibilities.  Once  this  information 
is  in  hand  we  feel  we  can  propose  specific  water  quality  objectives 
and  procedures  for  obtaining  those  objectives  with  realistic  costs 
and  an  identification  of  source  of  funds.  I  believe  this  is  the 
specific  type  of  request  that  the  Corps  requires.  Section  208, 

PL  92-500  funds  will  be  available  for  the  initial  program. 

We  agree  that  the  model,  once  developed,  must  be  maintained  and 
used  to  be  of  value.  208  is  not  intended  to  fund  ongoing  programs. 
After  definition  of  model  capabilities,  we  will  make  a  specific 
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Lt.  Col.  Thomas  R.  Braun 
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April  11,  1978 


proposal  regarding  the  agency  to  maintain  and  operate  the  model. 
My  initial  suggestion  at  this  time  would  be  to  recommend  the 
Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning  as  that  agency;  however, 
computer  run  capability  might  require  other  arrangements. 

Regarding  the  technical  options  available,  we  would  recommend 
use  of  the  1.15  acre  grid  as  noted  above.  We  will  propose 
specific  environmental  indicators  after  review  by  our  Division  of 
Pure  Waters  Albany  staff. 

As  noted  in  Mr.  Eichler's  letter  to  you  of  April  6,  1978,  I  have 
been  asked  to  assume  responsibility  for  DEC  involvement  in  this 
project.  Accordingly,  I  will  now  be  the  primary  contact  within 
DEC  for  this  Irondequoit  Creek  project.  Other  DEC  staff  will 
continue  to  be  your  primary  contacts  for  other  Corps  activities. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Monroe 
County,  Ontario  County,  and  townships  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Basin  on  this  project. 


Very  truly  yours, 

/-hcc$  7^.  - 

Paul  F.  Schmied,  P.E. 

Regional  Water  Quality  Engineer 


PFS :crd 

cc:  Thomas  P.  Eichler,  Director,  Resources  Program  Development 
Subdivision,  NYSDEC,  Albany 
Don  Martin,  Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning 
G.  Richard  Sutherland,  Monroe  County  Department  of  Health 
Joseph  Carver,  Ontario  County  Environmental  Management  Council 
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April  10,  1978 


Thomas  R.  Braun,  Lt.  Col.  v 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Carp  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Streets 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207  \ 

Dear  Colonel  Braun: 

In  my  letter  of  March  17,  1978,  I  referred  to  the  Austin 
Park  area  west  of  Bough ton  AVenue  as  being  severely  eroded. 

This  erosion,  nevertheless,  is  only  a  portion  of  the  overall 
problem.  This  Is  the  area  where  the  stream  that  goes  through 
the  Village  reaches  a  maximum  velocity  just  before  entering 
the  canal.  \ 

\ 

The  area  of  our  concern  Is  by  no  means  restricted  to  the 
Austin  Park  road.  This  stream  enters  the  Village  on  Its 
westerly  border  and  goes  through  the  Village  to  the  canal. 

It  crosses  a  state  highway,  county  road  and  Involves  several 
private  property  locations,  not  to  mention  a  portion  of  property  • 
owned  by  the  State  of  New  York  adjacent  to  the  canal  Itself. 

Our  problem  is  that  the  source  of  water  is  primarily  from  • 
outside  the  Village,  and  therefore,  out  of  our  direct  control.'";.'. 
The  amount  of  water  Is  being  picked  up  to  the  west  of  the  rw.i 

Village  through  subdivisions  and  storm  water  sewer  ‘Systems,  • 
not  to  mention  the  accumulation  of  water  by  state  highway  and  ...-yj 
county  highway  in  the  Village  of  Pittsford  all  contributing  to  -  ■ 
make  this  a  growing  problem.  /*:YV‘r 

We  are  not  concerned  with  the  day  to  day  problem  but  are  0  . 
looking  toward  a  real  flood  danger  problem  which  would  probably 
occur  on  a  25-50  year  frequently  basis.  It  is  this  real  holocaust 
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Thomas  R.  Braun,  Lt.  Col. 


that  we  want  to  avoid  and  that's  why  we  were  particularly 
interested  in  having  the  Corp  of  Engineers  work  with  us  on  a 
project  that  is  far  too  big  for  our  budget,  not  to  mention  our 
personnel.  I  am  hoping  that  with  a  broader  view  of  the  problem, 
yourwill  reconsider  the  position  taken  in  your  letter  of  ■••• 

March  27,  1978.  Your  help  in  this  matter  is  very  urgently 
needed. 

Very  truly  yours. 


David  C,  Shepherd 
Mayor 

Village  of  Pitt b ford 
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New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

50  Wolf  Road,  Albany,  New  York  12233 


Peter  A.  A.  Berle, 
Commissioner 


April  6,  1978 


Colonel  Thomas  R.  Braun 
Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Braun: 


This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  March  2?  concerning  the  modeling 
being  done  at  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Paul  Schmeid  of  the  Department's  Region  8  office  in  Avon  has  been 
asked  to  assume  responsibility  for  the  Department's  involvement  in  this 
very  promising  project.  This  will  assure  effective  coordination  within 
DEC  as  well  as  with  local  interests. 

I  have  referred  your  letter  to  Mr.  Schmeid  for  a  direct  reply. 


Sincerely, 


Thomas  P.  Eichler 
Director,  Resources  Program 
Development  Subdivision 


cc:  Mr.  Schmeid 


MON  lull:  I'.OIINI'Y 

11  SOUTH  MAIN  STKKKT.  I'i  I" IT.I-OHD,  N.Y.  H531 
I’iioni:  oSfi-SC-19 


April  3,  1978 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 

Department  of  The  Army 

Buffalo  District  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig, 

I  had  a  fellow  by  the  name  of  Mike  Barrett  walk  into 
my  office  last  week.  He  lives  down  on/ Forcstwood  Lane 
which  is  very  close  to  the  Irondecjuoit  Valley  immediately 
rorth  of  the  canal  here  in  Pittsford. 

% 

Mike  brought  to  my  attention  the  fact  that  the 
Irondecjuoit  Creek,  as  it  jets  out  from  under  the  canal  is 
doing  a  great  deal  of  erosion  of  the  banks  of  the  east 
side. 

He  pointed  out  that  some  of  the  telephone  poles  are 
down  and  the  whole  thing  seems  aimed  in  the  direction  which 
will  ultimately  remove  the  backyards  of  a  number  of  homes  and, 
ultimately  again,  reach  some  of  the  homes. 

Here  is  another  small  illustration  of  the  need  to  control 
the  increasing  power  and  the  high  temporary  volume  of  the 
creek . 

I  wish  to  reiterate  our  position  that  we  are  interested 
in  your  study  and  ask  you  to  proceed  with  it. 


PMS/b 


New  York  Stale  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

P.0.  Bax  57,  Avon,  York  14414 
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February  9,  1978 


Peter  A.  A.  Berte, 
Commissioner 

Irwin  H.  King 
Regional  Director 


Cblonel  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
Buffalo  District  Engineer 
Department  of  the  Army 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 


Re:  NCBED  -  FN 

Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Study 


This  is  further  to  the  letters  to  you  dated  January  19,  1978,  from  Regional 
Director  King  and  from  Mr.  Eichler  in  our  Albany  office. 


I  believe  Mr.  Eichler' s  letter  is  more  pessimistic  than  necessary  as  the  individual 
drafting  it  may  have  been  unaware  of  roo-mt  federal  legislation  authorizing  funding  for 
Section  208  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Cbntrol  Act.  While  we  have  not  received 
detailed  guidance  regarding  allotments  and  release  of  these  funds,  the  law  does  authorize 
increased  funding  for  fiscal  years  ending  September  30,  1978,  1979,  and  1980. 

It  was  my  understanding  from  Mr.  McCarthy  of  your  staff  that  the  Corps  was  not 
oontenplating  large  expenditures  on  this  study  until  at  least  late  1978  or  later. 

Further,  Mr.  Eichler's  letter  is  accurate  that  we  cannot  transfer  fisids  directly 
to  the  Department  of  the  Army.  We  certainly  have  no  intention  of  building  our  own  Ooonee 
ocnputer  model  and  purchasing  the  necessary  computer  hardware  to  run  it.  We  are  very 
interested  in  working  in  close  cooperation  with  your  staff  and  may  be  able  to  hire 
staff  specifically  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Study  when  detailed  procedure  for  implementing 
the  recent  law  are  promulgated. 

Unfortunately,  9ome  confusion  will  continue  until  our  State- EPA  agreement  and  the 
procedures  for  implanenting  the  recent  law  become  effective. 


PFS:anp 

cc:  Mr.  Eichler 
Mr.  O'Toole 
Mr.  Kar&th 
Mr.  Holmes 
Mr.  Wagner 
Mr.  Mt.  Pleasant 


Very  truly  yours, 


fie'. 

Paul  F.  Schmied,  P.E. 

Regional  Water  ^iality  Engineer 


inly  of  Monroe 

NKW  VOKK 


350  E.  Mcmiciio  Rood 
Rochester,  New  York  14620 
Telephone:  461-3160 


February  9,  1978 


Mrs.  Irene  L.  Gossin,  Supervisor 
’ov'.  -or  {V., field 
. L‘0  Atlantic  Avenue.  ’1  ’ 

Pent i eld,  New  York  14b2o 

ip  Irondequoit  Creek  Pipe  Structure  Behind  Panorama  Plaza 
Dear  Supervisor  Gossin: 

f 

In  your  February  28,  1977  reply  to  my  earlier  letter  regard¬ 
ing  subject,  you  posed  a  number  of  questions  that  you  thought 
would  be  answered  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  as  they  develop  their 
facilities  plan  to  cope  with  flooding  along  Irondequoit  Creek. 

I  don't  know  whether. he  Corps  of  Engineer's  study  has  pro¬ 
vided  you  with  answers  to  your  questions,  but  with  the  present 
sv.ow  accumulation  in  the  watershed  for  Irondequoit  Creek,  we  may 
certainly  expect  to  have  high  water  in  that  creek  this  spring. 

This  could  create  problems  with  ice  or  debris  floating  to  that 
structure,  with  the  resulting  obstruction  forcing  the  water  to 
spill  over  the  banks  upstream  from  the  structure,  as  your  are 
'•'11  aware. 

I 

Even  though  you  did  not  ask  my  comment  on  your  questions, 

I  do  belatedly  offer  the  rollowing: 

The  structure  was  evidently  installed  by  the  developer  of 
the  area  on  the  south  side  of  the  Creek  before  Panorama  Trail 
West  was  built  (Emil  Muller?).  Mr.  Lusk,  of  your  staff,  confirms 
that  there  is  a  sewer  main  and  possibly  a  water  line  carried 
across  this  structure,  both  of  which  would  have  to  be  relocated, 
should  the  structure  be  removed. 

The  development  of  these  lands  was  approved  by  the  Town  with 
some  form  of  agreement,  I  must  assume,  between  the  Town  and 
developer  regarding  tfie  structure.  If  the  structure  was  dedicated 
to  the  Town,  then  it  would  be  yours  to  remove  (unless  the  agree¬ 
ment  stated  otherwise);  if  the  structure  is  still  privately  owned, 
then  its  removal  would  be  the  owners  responsibility. 


Due  to  the  fact  that  this  structure  mainly  serves  private 
interests,  J  would  doubt  that  the  voters  would  approve  of  a  bond 
issue  to  pay  for  its  removal .  Its  removal,  however,  is  something 
that  your  people  could  accomplish,  if  they  had  to. 

During  the  next  few  weeks  I  would  suggest  that  your  people 
teep  close  track  of  this  structure  to  make  sure  that  any  debris 
that  does  accumulate  at  its  upstream  face  is  immediately  removed. 
Also,  during  times  of  rapid  runoff,  it  will  again  be  important 
to  continually  check  the  structure. 


REK : RLF :  av 
r~:  Mr.  Morin 

Corps,  of  Engineers, 


Raymond  E.  Keefe 
Director  of  Public  Works 


Buffalo  Dist. 
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TCWN  of  HENRIETTA 

475  CALKINS  RC  AD  •  HENRIETTA  NEW  YORK  14467-  TELEPHONE  334-7700 

JOHN  I.  KfUV  GAPV  A  K1EIN 

SuM.fv,**  MICHAIl  MUBPHT 

OAVIO  H.  MAIIUI  CASS.  fi  WMAN 

OecxJv  Sico-Miot  -  r<en 


February  8,  1978 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig,  Colonel 
Buffalo  District  Corps  of  Engineers 
United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207'" 


Re:  PI  an  of  Improvement  -  Genesee  River  Basin  — 

Red  Creek  -  Monroe  County,  New  York 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

Several  weeks  ago  we  met  with  your  ropresc  conr^rnl"*^. 

the  Irondcquoit  Creek  Study.  At  that  time  ifc  wa»  suggested- 
by  John  McCarthy  c  the  Corps  that  it  may  be  possible  to  re¬ 
activate  the  referenced  flood  control  project, 

t 

The  officials  of  the  Towns  involved  (Brighton  and  Henrietta.) 
have  recently  met  to  discuss  possible  implementation  vf  ’Ehe  ' 
project  and  have  expressed  a  mutual  desire  for  such  action. 

We  are  requesting  that  you  inform  us  as  to  the  present  status 
of  the  project  as  well  as  how  to  go  about  reactivating  the 
same  . 

•  •  •  •  ' 

Thank  you  for  your  cons  i  dcrat  i  on  *  ir  -  •* 


Very  truly  yours, 

Henry  K 1  Cornelcs,  P.E. 
Town  Engineer 


J.  Kelly,  Supervisor,  Henrietta 
R.  Wiles,  Supervisor,  Brighton 
J ■  Burch i I  I 
File 
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County  of  Monroe 

NEW  YORK 


DEPARTMENT  OF  PLANNING 

30 1  COUNTY  OFFICE  BUILDINO 
ROCHESTER,  NEW  YORK  14014 

DON  B.  MARTIN,  DIRECTOR 


Mr.  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Subject:  Use  of  computer  model  and  steering  committee  for  Irondequoit  Creek 

Watershed  study. 

Dear  Mr.  Ludwig: 

In  your  letter  of  Decem&er  22,  1977,  you  requested  our  opinion  on  two  matters. 
The  first  was  whether  we  felt  the  Corps  should  begin  to  gather  data  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  a  computer  model  could  be  used  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Water¬ 
shed  as  a  water  quality  and  floodplain  management  tool.  Secondly,  you  asked 
what  we  felt  the  make-up  of  a  committee  should  be  that  would  represent  all 
of  the  interests  in  the  watershed  study,  and  whether  we  would  like  to  be  a 
member  of  such  a  committee. 

Tn  responding  to  the  first  question,  according  to  information  presented  at 
the  last  meeting  on  the  watershed  study,  data  in  our  letter  of  December  22, 
and  the  attached  preface  to  it  concerning  the  use  of  a  computer  model  in  a 
previous  study,  the  model  could  evaluate  the  effects  of  future  land  uses, 
both  in  and  outside  the  floodplain,  in  terms  of  their  effects  on  the  drainage 
and  flooding  characteristics  in  the  watershed.  Additionally,  ropresentat ives 
of  both  the  Monroe  County  Health  Department  and  the  State's  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation ind  icated  at  the  last  watershed  study  meeting  that 
they  feel  the  model  can  be  calibrated  to  evaluate  information  on  208  water 
quality  management  program  related  aspects  such  as  use  of  various  chemicals  in 
the  environment,  agricultural  practices,  sedimentation  and  erosion  etc.  Thus, 
it  appears  that  a  model  could  be  a  very  effective  tool  in  identif' ing  and 
analyzing  data  and  problems  in  the  watershed,  providing  meaning ol  information 
quickly  to  those  who  must  ultimately  make  the  decisions  on  land  uses,  and  use 
practices,  etc.  We  understand  that  the  model  is  an  expensive  tool.  However,  we 
also  realize  that  there  is  a  good  possibility  that,  through  more  conventional 
methods  of  analysis,  communities  might  not  be  able  to  assess  the  implications 
of  different  actions  in  the  watershed  prior  to  their  occurrence  as  accurately 
and  quickly  as  the  model  could.  In  some  cases,  through  the  use  of  conventional 
analytical  methods  the  full  impact  of  a  development  might  not  be  known  until 
after  the  development  is  a  fact.  Therefore,  we  support  your  efforts  to  collect 
data  to  determine  if  the  model  is  feasible  for  use  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed . 
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Regarding  the  make-up  of  the  roinmittee  to  represent  the  various  interests  in 
the  watershed,  first,  it  should  contain  a  representative  from  each  of  the 
governmental  units  in  the  watershed  since  they  have  the  primary  responsibility 
for  land  use  and  a  concern  for  flooding.  Then,  there  are  those  who  have  an 
interest  in  the  project  as  it  relates  to  the  208  water  quality  management 
program  objectives.  The  interests  of  those  concerned  with  208  are  primarily 
technical  and  would  not  appear  to  conflict  with  those  of  the  various  units 
of  government.  Thus,  the  latter  group  could  be  either  part  of  the  committee 
make  up  of  governmental  representatives  or  Lhey  could  meet  separately  with 
the  Corps,  concentrating  on  the  technical  aspects  of  water  sampling,  non-point 
sources  of  pollution,  etc.  If  separate  groups  are  created,  there  should  be 
periodic  meetings  at  which  the  progress  in  both  areas  is  covered  so  that  each 
group  is  kept  up  to  date  on  the  overall  progress  of  the  program.  Other 
agencies  and  government  officials,  such  as  city  councilman,  county  and  state 
legislators  should  also  be  kepi  inf ormed  regarding  the  progress  of  the  study. 
Since  the  Monroe  County  Planning  Department  has  an  interest  in  both  areas 
and  has  been  involved  in  both  the  208  program  and  the  frondequoit  Creek 
Study,  we  would  like  to  continue  to  be  represented  in  both  areas. 

booking  ahead  a  bit,  one  of  the  products  of  the  study  may  well  be  recommend¬ 
ations  on  land  use  practices,  conservation  measures,  etc.  that  should  be 
implemented  in  certain  situations.  It  will  be  imperative  that  these  measures 
be  implemented  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  interests  in  the  watershed.  To 
this  end,  it  might  require  that  a  body  be  established  that  would  have  the 
authority  to  require  compliance  with'  certain  practices,  regardless  of 
location  in  the  watershed.  Although  the  study  is  a  long  way  from  being 
completed,  it  is  suggested  that  some  thought  could  be  given  to  this  concept 
now  and  if  it  is  felt  that  it  is  worthwhile  pursuing,  the  subject  could  he 
discussed  with  the  governmental  units  in  the  watershed.  All  of  them  so  far 
have  indicated  a  desire  to  control  flooding  and  they  may  be  willing  to 
consider  the  establ i shement  of  such  an  authority  that  would  see  that  certain 
flood  control  and  other  water  quality  related  measures  are  complied  with  at 
the  local  level  along  with  the  local  communities'  standard  land  use  regulations. 

Finally,  your  letter  requested  that  if  we  have  access  to  various  types  of 
data  that  we  provide  samples  of  it  to  assist  you  in  evaluating  the 
applicability  of  using  the  computer  model  in  the  Trondcquoit  Creek  Watershed. 

We  discussed  this  general  subject  with  John  McCarthy  of  your  office  several 
weeks  ago,  and  on  December  22,  1977,  sent  a  letter  to  Mr.  Donald  Clondys  of 
McPhee,  Smith,  Rosenstein  Engineers,  consultants  to  the  Corps  on  the  project, 
outlining  all  of  the  various  types  of  information  we  have  in  our  office  that 
would  be  available  to  help  in  determining  the  feasibility  of  using  a  model 
in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  study.  Thus,  I  will  not  elaborate  on 
these  items  any  further  here  in  this  letter.  However,  I  do  wish  to  bring  to 
your  attention,  two  additional  data  sources  that  were  briefly  discussed  with 
John  McCarthy  and  your  consultant.  They  are  the  Community  Analysis  Model 
(CAM)  and  the  Ceographic  P.ase  File/Dual  Independent  Map  Encoding  (GRF/DIME) 
system  of  the  U.  S.  Census  Bureau.  The  CAM  is  a  simulation  model  that 
can  predict  changes  in  "neighborhoods"  (areas  defined  by  their  socio¬ 
economic  characteristics),  based  on  data  on  such  items  as  housing, 
governmental  actions,  population,  etc.  The  GBF/D1ME  contains  information 
by  street  address  and  this  data  (and  any  other  data  file  based  on  the 
street  address)  can  be  aggregated  up  to  the  CAM  "neighborhood"  level. 

More  information  can  be  obtained  on  the  two  systems  for  the  Rochester  Region 
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by  contacting:  Center  for  Governmental  Research 
37  South  Washington  Street 
Rochester,  New  York.  14608 
(a . c .  716)  325-6360 

«. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  John  Lamb  of  my  staff  at  (a.c.  717)  428-5468, 
should  you  or  your  consultant  have  need  for  any  further  data,  or  if  you 
have  any  questions  on  these  comments. 

Sincerely , 

/ _ 

Don  B.  Martin 

Director  of  Planning 


DBM :  .11, /cm 

xc :  Hon.  Frank  J.  Horton,  Congressmen,  34th  District 

Lucien  A.  Morin,  County  Manager 

John  J.  Coffee,  Legislator,  9th  Legislative  District 

Joanne  D.  VanZandt,  Legislator,  10th  Legislative  District 

Louise  M.  Slaughter,  Legislator,  11th  Legislative  District 

John  Stanwix,  Legislator,  12th  Legislative  District 

Michael  Ormsby,  Legislator,  13th  Legi si  at ive .Di st r ict 

Eugene  C.  Mazzola,  Jr.,  Legislator,  15th  Legislative  District 

Pamela  Hopeman,  Chairperson,  Monroe  County  Planning  Board 

George  Gardner,  Chairman,  Monroe  County  Planning  Council 

Henry  Williams,  Chairman,  Genesee  Finger  Lakes  Regional  Planning  Council 

Ned  Holmes,  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  Avon 

John  Stainton,  Commissioner  of  Community  Development,  City  of  Rochester 

Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Brighton 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Henrietta 

Roberta  Barnes,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Mendon 

Irene  Gossin,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Penfield 

Lake  Edwards,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Perinlon 

Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Pittsford 

Clement  McGhan,  Councilman,  Town  of  Victor 

Raymond  Parrish,  Supervisor,  Town  of  West  Bloomfield 

Anthony  Della  Pietra,  Mayor,  Village  of  East  Rochester 

Peter  McDonough,  Mayor,  Village  of  Fairport 

David  C.  Shepherd,  Mayor,  Village  of  Pittsford 

William  Larsen 


PITTSFORD  ENVIRONMENTAL  BOARD 


Town  of  Plttsford 

Pittsford,  New  York  14534 

January  23,  1978 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
1776  Jiagra  Street 
Buffalo,  Jew  York  14207 


Dear  Colonel  Ludwig, 

The  Tittsford  Environmental  Board  has  been  asked  to  comment  on 
a  letter  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  concerning  a  proposed  Oconee 
type  study  for  Irondequoit  Creek.  Basically,  the  Corps  is  seeking 
an  expression  of  approval  or  disapproval  for  undertaking  this  study 
soliciting  such  expression  from  units  of  local  government.  We 
respond  as  follows: 

The  Town  of  Pittsford  occupies  the  central  portion  of  the 
main-stream  watershed  of  the  Irondequoit  drainage  system,  '"he 
Town  there 'ore  recognises  that  it  plays  a  predominant  role  in 
potentially  affecting  stream  flow  conditions  downstream  and  con¬ 
currently  being  affected  by  potential  stream  flow  conditions  'rom 
further  upstream.  It  behooves  our  Town  government,  there 'ore,  to 
become  aware  of  problems  that  could  be  created  by  watershed  mis¬ 
management,  and  we  recognize  that  an  Cccnee  type  study  is  such  a 
watershed  management  tool. 


However,  the  Town  also  recognizes  that,  aside  from  the  existin 
commercial  real  estate  development  in  the  Penfield  Flats,  proper 
zoning  and  floodplain  management  in  the  oast  along  the  Valley  has 
fairly  well  prohibited  flood-prone  situations.  Further,  uidelir.es 


now  adopted  in  the  four  town 
control  peak  rates  of  runoff 
the  products  of  erosion,  cau 
as  to  the  necessity  of  this 


s  along  the  mainstream  Valley  to 
,  as  well  .as  to  control  and  contain 
se  a  very  real  question  to  be  raised 
expensive  and  prolonged  study. 


The  Environmental  Board's  position  is  to  request  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  refrain  from  making  any  such  decision  concerning  the 
implementation  of  an  Oconee  type  study  until  such  time  as  a  com¬ 
prehensive  inventory  of  all  Valley  regulations,  potential  damage 


c*  -  C 


as,  present  physical  condition  of  the  Creek,  and  past  studies 


have  been  completed,  inventoried,  and  publicly  discussed  with 
interested  citizens  in  the  Valiev.  An  informed  intelligent 
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decision  can  theva  be  ,..aue  jointly  be  the  Corps,  local  citizens 
and  officials.  Cuch  a  study/ inventory  should  be  undertaken 
forthwith  and  a  target  date  established  'or  public  discussion 
'or  late  spring,  Id 7S . 

Tile  Pittsford  Bnviron.iental  Board  '-’ill  cooperate  with  the 
Corps  a  id  its  agents  in  undertaking  this  very  necessary  inventory 
and  analysis. 


.nrs.  Jane  id. 
Chair:., an 


seneau 


•V. 


hr.  Caul  3  >ie;,ol 

Supervisor 

Town  of  PitLof ore 


DIVISION  OF  HUMAN  AFFAIRS 


Cougwy  of  Ontario 

Oepartraent  of  Planning 

ROBERT  M.  BARROWS 
DIRECTOR  OF  PLANNING 

PLANNING  BOARD  ENVIRONMENTAL  MANAGEMENT  COUNCIL 


January  20,  1978 


Colons!  Dam" si  D.  Ludwig 
District  Engineer 
Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  dated  December  22,  1977  concerning 
the  Corps  study  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  I  strongly  endorse  the  Corps'  proposal 
to  develop  a  HEC  model  for  the  Irondequoit  Watershed  to  assist  in  flood  plain 
management  and  water  quality  planning.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  any  committee 
formed  to  represent  the  various  municipalities  concerned  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  study  should  include  members  of  the  governing,  planning,  and  environmental 
bodies.  In  the  instance  of  Ontario  County  this  would  involve  representatives 
of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  County  Planning  Board,  and  Environmental  Management 
Council.  The  Ontario  County  Planning  Board  has  concurred  in  these  recommendations. 

In  response  to  your  request  for  available  information,  we  would  have  in  our 
office  a  great  deal  of  the  items  mentioned,  including:  existing  land  use  informa¬ 
tion,  tax  maps;  aerial  photography  (1971  &  1972);  flood  plain  maps  (F.I.A.); 
environmental  maps  (Town  of  Victor);  resource  protection,  and  topographic  inventories 
(Town  of  Victor);  legislation,  ordinances,  and  policies;  generalized  future  land 
use  plan  (County  basis);  etc.  Much  of  the  above  mentioned  information  will 
require  xeroxing  or  other  forms  of  duplication  and  I  would  therefore,  request 
that  your  staff  visit  our  office  to  determine  which  items  might  be  useful. 

Following  is  a  listing  of  potential  contact  agencies: 

Ontario  County  Board  of  Supervisors  Town  of  Victor 

John  T.  Hicks,  Chairman  Conservation  Advisory  Council 

County  Court  House  Bruce  VanDerwater,  Chairman 

120  North  Main  Street  Town  Hall 

Canandaigua,  N.Y.  14424  Victor,  N.Y.  14564 


Colonel  Ludwig 
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Ontario  County  Planning  Board 
(new  Chairman  to  be  appointed) 

120  North  Main  Street 
Canandaigua.,  N.Y.  14424 

Ontario  County  Environmental  Mgmt.  Council 
Alan  Palmer,  Chairman 
120  North  Main  Street 
Canandaigua,  N.Y. 

Town  of  Victor 

Douglas  Fisher,  Supervisor 

Town  Hall 

Victor,  N.Y.  14564 


Town  of  West  Bloomfield 
Raymond  Parrish,  Supervisor 
R. D.#2 

Holcomb,  N.Y.  14469 

Town  of  West  Bloomfield  Planning  Bd. 
Howard  Chappie,  Chairman 
1924  County  Rd.  §38 
Ionia,  New  York  14475 

Town  of  West  Bloomfield 
Conservation  Advisory  Council 
1  Michael  Corrigan 
9040  Routes  5  &  20 
West  Bloomfield,  N.Y.  14585 


Town  of  Victor  Planning  Bd. 

Harold  Ryan,  Chairman 
1252  Cork  Rd. 

Victor,  N.Y.  14564 

*  ' 

Do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  if  I  can  be  of  any  further  assistance. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  M.  Barrows,  Director 
Ontario  County  Department  of  Planning 


RMB : hep 
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New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

".0  Wolf  Road,  Albany,  Now  York  12233 


Peter  A,  A.  Berle, 
Commissioner 


January  19,  1978 


Colonel  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
District  Engineer 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

I  am  writing  to  reiterate  and  emphasize  our  strong  interest  in  an  Oconee- 
type  study  by  the  Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  recently 
funded  Irondequoit  Creek  study  in  New  York. 

We  believe  a  comprehensive,  systematic  determination  and  evaluation  of 
alternative  land  use  patterns  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  basin  is  essential 
for  sound  water  and  related  land  resources  management,  particularly  to 
achieve  water  quality  management  and  flood  damage  reduction  objectives. 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  basin  in  Monroe  County  has  experienced  steady  growth 
over  the  last  few  years.  Suburbanization  of  the  watershed  has  been  ac¬ 
companied  by  increased  runoff  and  increased  pollution  into  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  and  its  tributaries.  Water  quality  and  flood  problems  have  been 
exacerbated. 

On  the  water  quality  problems,  prior  studies  have  shown  that  land  use 
related  non-point  sources  of  pollution  are  significant  in  the  basin  and 
that  a  non-point  source  management  plan  may  be  necessary  to  meet  water 
quality  objectives.  The  population  growth  has  resulted  in  increased 
pollutants  in  the  form  of  sediments,  nutrients,  organic  matter,  fertilizer, 
salt,  oil,  grease,  and  heavy  metals.  Increased  sediment  has  resulted  from 
land  erosion  on  the  development  and  construction  sites.  A  variety  of  pol¬ 
lutants  result  from  general  runoff  from  roads,  parking  lots,  and  residences. 
Organic  matter  and  nutrients  are  contributed  by  individual  septic  systems 
in  many  residential  areas  in  the  watershed.  Further  information  is  needed 
to  define  these  sources  and  their  severity  in  the  residential,  rural  and 
agricultural  areas.  Information  on  the  effect  of  alternative  future  land 
use  patterns  is  essential.  The  techniques  that  have  been  developed  for 
storm  water  quality  modelling,  land  erosion  analysis,  and  instream  water 
quality  modelling  for  an  Oconee-type  study  would  directly  meet  our  needs 
in  the  basin.  In  addition,  the  work  should  be  useful  as  a  pilot  effort 


for  our  statewide  Section  208,  PL  92-500,  responsibilities  for  areawide 
waste  treatment  management  planning  for  non-designated  areas. 

Effective  flood  plain  management  is  essential  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
basin  to  prevent  the  acceleration  of  flood  damages.  Adequate  controls 
must  be  established  to  regulate  future  developments  that  will  contribute 
to  additional  flood  damages.  Development  and  examination  of  alternative 
land  use  patterns  in  the  flood  plain  is  necessary  for  determining  the 
best  use  of  the  flood  plain  compatible  with  the  flood  hazard.  The  capa¬ 
bilities  of  an  Oconee-type  study  for  hydrologic  modelling,  flood  damage 
evaluations  for  alternative  development  patterns  and  evaluations  of 
alternative  non-structural  flood  plain  management  measures  would  meet 
our  needs. 

We  do  not  have  the  financial  capability  to  undertake  an  Oconee-type  study 
in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  basin,  nor  could  we  contribute  funds  directly  to 
the  program.  However,  we  could  provide  staff  assistance  to  your  office. 

Our  assistance  would  include  providing  available  information  from  past  and 
ongoing  work,  assisting  on  coordination  with  other  state  and  local  interests, 
and  technical  assistance  and  guidance  on  the  development  of  alternative  land 
use  patterns  and  the  evaluation  of  water  quality  and  flood  plain  management 
alternatives. 

We  would  be  pleased  to  cooperate  with  you  on  this  important  study  in  the  * 
Irondequoit  Creek  basin. 


Thomas  P.  Eichler 
Director,  Resources  Program 
Development  Subdivision 


New  York  Stale  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

r.O.  Bo*  57,  Boole  20,  Avon,  N.Y.  14414 


'Wjgpr 

Peter  AT A.  Berle 
KXXjKK?OQeoa( 
Commissioner 

Regional  Director 

Irwin  H.  King 


January  19,  1978 


Colonel  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
Buffalo  District  Engineer 
Department  of  the  Army 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 


Re:  NCLED  -  PN 

Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Study 


Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  Deeenber  22,  1977,  concerning  an  Oconee 
type  study  of  Irondequoit  Creek. 

In  response  to  your  questions.  Region  8  of  the  Department  of  Environ¬ 
mental  Gonservat ion  recannends : 

1.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  gather  information  for  estimating 
and  defining  a  computer  model  to  serve  flood  plain  manage¬ 
ment  and  water  quality  planning  in  the  watershed. 

2.  A  cannittee  should  include:  Monroe  County  Departments  of 
Health  Planning  and  Public  Works  (Division  of  Pure  Waters), 

Genesee  Finger  Lakes  Regional  Planning  Board,  State  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Environmental  Conservation,  State  DEC  Region  8 

208  Planning  Policy  Advisory  Cerrmittee  members  from  Monroe 
and  Ontario  Counties  and  the  Supervisors  of  each  of  the 
towns  along  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Regarding  gathering  of  information  we  feel  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  most  of  the  required  information  as  a  result  of  the  Flood  Plain 
Information  Report  prepared  for  the  Buffalo  District.  We  would  be  pleased 
to  provide  information  about  resource  protection  areas. 


Colonel  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
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Master  land  use  plans  and  general  information  are  available  fmn  the 
Monroe  and  Ontario  County  PI  aiming  Departments  and  from  the  Genesee/ Finger 
Lakes  Regional  Planning  Board. 

I  have  asked  Regional  Water  Quality  Engineer  Paul  Schmied  to  serve 
as  our  coordinator  for  this  project  and  he  has  agreed  to  do  so.  Would  you 
please  address  future  correspondence  to  him  and  delete  Messrs.  Holmes  and 
Wagner  of  this  office  from  the  mailing  list. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  this 

study. 


Sincere! y , 


City  of  Rochester 


Thomas  P.  Ryan  Jr. 
Mayor 


City  Hall 

30  West  Broad  Street 
Rochester,  New  York  14614 


January  11,  1978 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig,  Colonel 
Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

The  City  of  Rochester  agrees  that  the  development  of  a  computer 
model  to  serve  flood  plain  management  and  water  quality  planning 
in  the  Irondcquoit  Creek  watershed  would  be  a  valuable  exercise  in 
this  region.  The  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed  is  probably  of  an 
ideal  size  to  serve  as  a  pilot  project  for  such  a  computer  model 
and,  hopefully,  the  model  could  be  applied  for  larger  watersheds 
such  as  the  Genesee  River  watershed. 

I  would  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  designate  a  representative 
to  a  committee  on  the  Irondequoit  Creek  study.  The  previously 
formed  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Study  Committee  would  be  an 
ideal  body  to  participate  in  the  study.  Although  the  City  would 
have  less  to  contribute  than  some  other  communities  as  far  as  data 
are  concerned  for  that  watershed,  I  am  sure  that  we  would  gain 
some  valuable  experience  in  studying  and  modeling  the  effects  of 
land  use  on  flood  plains  that  could  be  applied  to  the  Genesee  River. 

The  City  could  make  the  following  pertinent  material  available  for 
the  study: 

1)  Official  Zoning  Map  for  land  in  and  bordering  the  watershed; 

2)  Existing  Land  Use  Map  for  the  City; 

3)  Rochester  Zoning  Ordinance; 

4)  Recreation  Facilities  Plan. 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig,  Colonel 
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The  Rochester  Environmental  Commission  could  be  of  value  in  com¬ 
menting  on  study  information  and  providing  other  information  not 
included  in  the  above  materials.  The  current  Commission  chairman 
is  Mr.  Edward  Olinger,  74  Nunda  Boulevard,  Rochester,  New  York  14610. 


T PR/ lpm 


Organized  i  7 96 

Town  of  Pittsford 

MON  hoi:  county 

11  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET,  PI  ITS  FORD,  NY.  14534 
Phone  5S6-8649 


January  9,  1978 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig 

Colonel,  Corps,  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel, 

I  have  your  letter  of  December  22  in  hand  and 
wish  to  give  you  a  few  responses. 

First  of  all  you  ask  if  I  feel  that  we  should 
have  a  computer  model.  I  guess  my  first  reaction  to  that 
is  that  the  question,  "at  what  cost".  My  own  feeling,  and 
I  am  of  course  a  layman,  is  that  the  problems  of  the 
Irondequoit  are  not  that  sophisticated  that  we  would  need 
to  have  a  computer  model  to  do  this.  I  have  a  feeling  that 
the  money  spent  in  building  a  model  could  be  put  into  the 
plan  in  the  form  of  excess  control  or  capacity  since  this 
is  a  matter  in  which  you  can  have  the  premature  arrival  of 
something  that  exceeds  the  100  year  cycle  storm.  My  thought, 
in  other  words,  is  to  simply  plan  in  excess  rather  than  to 
try  to  plan  to  too  close  of  a  degree. 

In  regard  to  establishing  a  committee  I  feel  that 
this  would  be  a  good  idea.  We  have  a  fellow  by  the  name  of 
Tim  Downing  who  has  had  a  good  deal  of  practical  experience 
and  has  been  serving  as  our  liaison  person  in  this  matter.  I 
would  suggest  that  the  other  Towns  appoint  similar  staff 
people  who  can  regularly  attend  and  keep  an  eye  on  these  things 
and  to  offer  suggestions  to  your  Corps  and  your  work  and,  in 
turn,  report  back  to  the  various  municipalities. 

\ 

As  far  as  the  material  available  to  facilitate  your 
study,  I  think  that  I  would  simply  refer  you  to  Lozier  Engineers. 
These  people  have  a  library  of  all  previous  studies  and,  as  you 
may  realize,  are  about  to  undertake  a  comprehensive  drainage 
study  of  the  Town  itself  so  that  they  will  be  replete  with 
details  and  documents.  This  would  bemuch  better  than  trying  to 
rummage  through  the  old  archives  of  the  Town  because  this  would 
be  an  incomplete  and  time  consuming  process. 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig 


I  am  taking  the  liberty  of  sending  on  a  copy  of 
our  most  recent  Master  Plan  review  which  will  set  forth 
the  zoning  and  the  planned  zoning  to  a  pretty  good  extent. 
Our  detailed  zoning  map  is  only  one  and  this  is  kept  at  the 
Town  Hall. 


Apparently,  growing  out  of  bitter  experience,  we 
have  found  it  best  to  have  only  one  map  and  make  sure  that 
this  is  up  to  date  and  complete  in  every  detail.  I  know 
that  in  years  past  copies  were  sent  out  or  picked  up  and 
these,  of  course,  became  obsolete.  Then  we  found  that  people 
were  using  the  obsolete  maps  and  making  all  sorts  of  commit¬ 
ments  based  upon  outdated  situations.  In  order  to  avoid 
this  we  have  only  the  one  map. 

The  Town  of  Pittsford  has  a  full  panoply  of 
advisory  committees  and  commissions.  The  ones  that  would  be 
most  interested  in  working  with  you  closely,  would  be  the 
Environmental  Board  and  this  is  a  very  active  group.  We  also 
have  a  Parks  and  Recreation  Committee  that  might,  upon  occasion, 
be  interested  in  what  you  are  doing  or  have  information  to 
offer  from  their  plan  which  would  help. 

If  anything  further  is  needed  please  give  us  a  call 
or  drop  a  line. 


PMS/b 
end . 
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Cguocume^ 


January  9 ,  1978 


Mr.  Daniel  D.  Ludwig,  Colonel 
Buffalo  District  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Re:  Irondequoit  Creek  Study  -  Response  to  inquiry. 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

As  your  report  on  the  Irondequoit  Creek  dra i nage  basin  indicated, 
the  Town  of  Henrietta  has  experienced  extensive  flood  damage  in 
that  area  of  Town  located  in  the  referenced  watershed.  We  are 
attempting,  on  a  year  by  year  basis,  to  improve  the  character i st i cs 
of  channels  located  in  the  Allen  Creek  area  with  our  limited  re¬ 
sources.  Obviously,  a  total  corrective  action  would  involve  great 
expense  and  disruption  since  the  area  is  highly  developed. 

The  goals  of  developing  a  computer  model  are  very  desirable  and 
necessary  for  future  planning.  The  model,  however,  does  not  provide 
any  solution  to  existing  problems  which,  in  fact,  prompted  the  ori¬ 
ginal  study  of  this  watershed.  We  still  feel  it  desirable  that  the 
Corps  consider  the  feasibility  of  physical  improvements  in  the  Allen 
Creek  dra i nage  area,  with  the  ultimate  goal  being  relief  of  existing 
problems.  We  do  agree,  in  theory,  that  a  computer  model  is  desirable, 
in  that,  it  will  provide  a  useful  tool  for  future  watershed  planning 
act i v i t i es. 

The  creation  of  a  watershed  committee  could  provide  a  necessary  link 
between  concerned  units  of  government.  Communication  of  watershed 
members  would  of  course  be  greatly  improved,  and  a  long  range  plan 
could  possibly  be  worked  out  for  the  entire  region.  There  are,  how¬ 
ever,  several  potential,  undesirable  factors  which  may  arise  from  such 
a  committee. 

How  much  power  will  it  possess?  How  will  the  power  be  distributed^ 

The  downstream  communities  have  much  to  gain  by  such  an  arrangement, 
that  is,  control  of  upstream  activities.  The  upstream  communities 
have  to  face  the  potential  loss  of  home  rule  over  their  own  development 
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Re:  Irondequoit  Creek  Study  -  Response  to  inquiry. 

plans.  This  situation  could  result  in  an  ultimate  detriment  to 
i  nt  ergov  ernmenta  I  cooperation. 

A  dup I ication  of  effort  may  also  result  from  such  a  committee.  A 
development  of  any  project  in  our  Town  is  presently  subjected  to 
both  extensive  review  from  many  agencies,  and  Loca I ,  County,  State, 
and  Federal  regulations.  We  would  support  a  committee  based  on 
communication  of  mutual  interest  and  long  range  planning.  Perhaps 
planning  guidelines  could  be  established  through  such  a  committee 
to  the  benefit  of  all  communities  in  the  watershed. 

Most  of  the  material  you  I  isted  for  data  col  lection  may  be  obtained 
through  our  Engineering,  Bui Iding  and  Planning  offices  at  the  Town 
Hall.' 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  for  comment.  We  will  be  looking  for¬ 
ward  to  the  outcome  of  your  proposa I  and  to  the  next  workshop  meeting, 

Ver\  truly  yours, 

dohn  E.  Kelly  (/ 

Super v i sor 

xc:  Henrs  K.  Corneles 

John  Burch i  I  I 

File 


RICHARD  D.  WILES 
Supervisor 


&hutn  (0^ ffiug/tfan 

MONROE  OUNTY.  NEW  YORK 

2300  ELMWOOD  AVENUE  /  ROCHESTER,  NEW  YORK  14618  /  473-8800 

January  4,  1978 


Colonel  Daniel  Ludwig 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  N.  Y.  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

In  reply  to  your  letter  of  December  22,  1977,  the  Town  of  Brighton 
is  very  interested  in  participating  in  a  Flood  Plain  Management  Program. 

*  I 

Recently,  we  have  undertaken  a  drainage  study  of  our  Town  and  we 
will  have  much  information  concerning  our  town  problems  to  present  to 
you. 


Our  Conunissioner  of  Public  Works,  John  Laird,  and  Building  Inspector 
Gary  Shirley,  will  be  able  to  provide  much  information  as  far  as  highway 
maps  and  zoning  maps  are  concerned. 

We  therefore  would  like  to  see  a  committee  formed  that  would  include 
the  Supervisor,  Public  Works  Commissioner,  Building  G  Planning  Heads,  and 
a  representative  from  our  Citizens  Drainage  Study  Committee. 

In  addition,  all  municipalities  located  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  area 
should  be  represented  in  order  that  progress  can  be  made  to  implement  proper 
planning  procedures  to  protect  the  downstream  towns  from  flooding  because 
of  upstream  developments. 


RDW: ps 


Sincerely, 


TOWN  OF  BRIGHTON 


Richard  D.  Wiles 
Supervisor 


u 


t 


•  -  • 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

50  Wolf  Road,  Albany,  New  York  12233 


Peter  A.  A.  Berle, 
Commissioner 


November  14,  1977 


Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell 
Chief,  Engineering  Division 
Buffalo  District 
Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  September  16,  1977  regarding  activities 
that  could  be  undertaken  on  the  recently  funded  Irondequoit  Creek  study  to 
assist  in  land  use  and  flood  plain  regulations. 

Your  letter  was  discussed  with  Colonel  Ludwig  and  staff  on  October  14  and 
we  agreed  that  measures  such  as  the  development  of  model  flood  plain  regu¬ 
lations  and  computer  modeling  for  land  management  (Oconee-type  studies) 
could  provide  very  useful  information  for  us  and  local  officials  in  the 
basin. 

We  noted  our  particular  interest  in  including  parameters  that  would  relate 
to  non-point  pollution  sources  that  are  of  particular  concern  now  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Basin.  Enclosed  is  a  proposal  for  a  non-point  source 
study  in  the  basin,  prepared  by  the  Monroe  County  Pur^Waters  Agency.  This 
proposal  includes  some  of  the  areas  of  major  concern  and  would  be  a  good 
starting  point  for  your  evaluation  of  how  these  needs  could  be  met  through 
your  study. 

We  will  be  pleased  to  arrange  for  further  staff  discussions  as  necessary. 

Sincerely, 

/  — 

Tmsmas  P.  Eichler 
Director,  Resources  Program 
Development  Subdivision 


Enclosures 


NON-POINT  POLLUTION  STUDY  PROPOSAL 
IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK  WATERSHED 

PROBLEM :  Urban  Runoff  Pollution 

AREA  AFFECTED:  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 
DESCRIPTION :  The  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed  in  Monroe  County  has 

experienced  steady  growth  over  the  last  few  years.  Suburbanization 
of  the  watershed  has  been  accompanied  by  increased  runoff  and  in¬ 
creased  pollution  into  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  tributaries.  Land 
erosion  on  development  and  construction  sites  contribute  sediment 
into  waterways.  General  runoff  from  roads,  parking  lots,  and 
residences  result  in  a  variety  of  pollutant  such  as  salt,  ferti¬ 
lizers,  heavy  metals,  etc.  Finally,  many  residential  areas  in  the 
watershed  utilize  individual  septic  systems  which  can  contribute 
organic  matter  and  nutrients  to  storm  runoff. 

Monitoring  water  flow  and  water  quality  has  been  in  progress  for 
several  years  to  determine  the  before  and  after  as  Irondequoit 
Interceptor  is  completed.  '  The  interceptor  picks  up  the  small  and 
scattered  sewerage  treatment  plants  that  had  discharged  to 
Irondequoit  Creek.  Continuing  the  monitoring  program  provides  an 
opportunity  to  determine  the  loading  caused  by  urban  storm  water 
runoff  separated  from  the  contributions  of  point  sources.  Expanding 
the  program  by  careful  selection  of  monitoring  locations  can 
provide  information  of  the  loading  from  rural  runoff  and  agricul¬ 
tural  activities. 

The  effect  of  specific  non-point  service  activities  on  the  area's 
water  quality  ig  not  known.  Therefore,  a  monitoring  program  is 
needed  aimed  at  determining  the  specific  causes  and  severity  of 
the  pollution  in  the  watershed.  This  information  is  essential  to 
identifying  the  significant  pollution-contributing  activities  in 
the  watershed  and  developing  a  management  program  aimed  at  their 
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POLLUTANTS :  Sediment,  nutrien 

oil,  grease  and  heavy  metals. 


LUCIEN  A  MORIN 
COUNTV  MANAGE* 
DlRCCTOR  OF  FINANCE 
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no  COUNTY  OFFICE  BUILDING 
ROCHESTER  NEW  YORK  14614 


October  12,  1977 


Donald  M.  Liddell,  Chief 

Engineering  Division  I 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  St. 

Buffalo,  NY  14207 

Subject:  Revised  Irondcquoit  Creek  Study  Outline 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

I  have  reviewed  the  revised  plan  of  study  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  water¬ 
shed  study  and  strongly  support  the  need  for  such  a  study  generally  along 
the  lines  you  have  proposed.  I  wish  to  assure  you  of  the  County's  coopera-  » 
tion  in  the  conduct  of  this  study  and  our  desire  to  work  with  the  Corps 
and  the  municipalities  in  the  watershed  to  effectively  address  the  flooding 
and  related  water  and  land  management  problems  of  the  watershed.  Mr.  Martin, 
County  Planning  Director,  has  assured  me  that  the  County  Planning  Depart¬ 
ment  is  prepared  to  commit  staff  resources  to  this  study. 

Mr,  Martin  informed  me  that  he  met  last  week  with  John  McCarthy  of  your 
staff  and  William  Larsen  of  Larsen  Engineering,  to  further  discuss  the 
revised  plan  of  study  as  well  as  some  proposals  that  Bill  Larsen  has  made 
for  studying  the  watershed.  Mr.  Martin  believes,  and  I  concur  in  his  view, 
that  a  pre-preliminary  study  of  the  type  proposed  by  Larsen  Engineers 
would  help  to  more  precisely  define  the  problems  of  the  watershed  so  that 
any  subsequent  tasks  that  are  undertaken  as  part  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Study  will  directly  address,  in  scope  and  magnitude,  the  problems  identified. 

Attached  are  specific  comments  relating  to  the  items  in  your  revised  plan 
of  study.  Should  you  have  any  questions  concerning  these  comments,  please 
contact  Don  B.  Martin  (716-428-5475)  or  John  Lamb  (716-428-5468)  of  the 
County  Planning  Department. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  your  revised  plan  of  study.  I  am 
confident  that  if  the  program  proceeds  along  these  lines,  including  a  pre¬ 
preliminary  study  as  proposed  by  Bill  Larsen,  that  the  objectives  of  the 
county  will  be  met.  We  look  forward  to  cooperating  with  the  Corps  and 
local  governments  in  achieving  the  objectives  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed  Study. 

erely , 

7^V--r>-r  ^  .. 


LAM/ DBM/ mm 

Attachment 

xc:  Hon.  Frank  J.  Horton,  Congressman,  34th  District 

Pamela  Hopeman,  Chairperson,  Monroe  County  Planning  Board 

George  Gardner,  Chairman,  Monroe  County  Planning  Council 

Henry  Williams,  Chairman,  Genesee  Finger  Lakes  Regional  Planning  Council 

Med  Holmes,  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  Avon 

John  Stainton,  Commissioner  of  Community  Development,  City  of  Rochester 

Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Brighton 

John  Kelly,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Henrietta 

Squire  Kingston,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Mendon 

Irene  Gossin,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Penfield 

Lake  Edwards,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Per inton 

Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Pittsford 

Clement  McGhan,  Councilman,  Town  of  Victor 

Raymond  Parrish,  Supervisor,  Town  of  West  Bloomfield 

Anthony  Della  Pietra,  Mayor,  Village  of  East  Rochester 

Peter  McDonough,  Mayor,  Village  of  Fairport 

David  C.  Shepherd,  Mayor,  Village  of  Pittsford 

William  Larsen 


TOWN  OF  PENFIELD 


3100  Atlantic  Ave. 
Pen  field.  N.  Y.  14526 


At  the  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Penfield  Town  Board  held 
at  the  Penfield  Town  Hall,  3100  Atlantic  Ave.,  Penfield, 

Monroe  County,  New  York  on  September  21,  1977  at  8:00  PM, 

EDT,  the  following  members  were 

Present:  Irene  L.  Gossin 

Lindsey  Embrey 
Anna  Bund sc huh 
Carl  Nielsen 

Absent:  Elmer  Peck  Board  Member 

The  following  resolution  was  presented  by  Supervisor  Gossin 
who  moved  its  adoption: 

WHEREAS,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  authorized  by  the 
United  States  Congress  to  complete  a  Plan  of  Study  for ^purposes 
of  controlling  flooding  along  Irondcquoit  Creek,  and  ‘ 

WHEREAS,  the  Town  of  Penfield  would  benefit  greatly  from  flood 
controls,  and 

WHEREAS,  a  Steering  Committee  consisting  of  representatives  of 
coimnunities  within  the  watershed  was  named  in  the  fall  of 
1976,  and 


Supervisor 
Board  Member 
Board  Member 
Board  Member 


WHEREAS,  the  Town  of  Penfield  has  repeatedly  urged  that  the 
Steering  Committee  be  reactivated  and  that  the  Corps  utilize 
the  Committee, 


NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
continue  to  set  a  high  priority  to  provide  f lood water 
management  within  the  Irondcquoit  Creek  Watershed  in  order  to 
reduce  the  hazard  of  loss  of  life  and  property,  and 


BE  IT  EVEN  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  strongly 
recommend  the  Irondcquoit  Creek  Watershed  as  a  subject  area  for 
a  computerized  study  (i.e.  Oconee  Study)  which  would  provide  a 
valuable  tool  available  to  local  governments  in  their  consideration 
of  further  future  development  in  the  watershed. 


The  resolution  was  seconded  by  Board  Member  Embrey  and  was 
duly  adopted  with  all  members  present  voting  "Aye". 


Dated:  Sept.  23,  1977 


hi 


r:/ 


Nancy  Gunther,  Town  Clerk 


TOWN  OF  PENFIELD 


3100  Atlantic  A t®. 
Pen  Held,  N.  Y.  14526 


IRENE  L.  GOSSIN,  Supervisor 


September  26,  1977 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig,  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  N.  Y.  14207 

Dear  Col.  Ludwig: 

Enclosed  with  this  letter  please  find  a  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Penfield  Town  Board  relative  to  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Flood 
Study.  As  expressed  to  you  in  our  recent  meeting,  the  Town  of 
Penfield  is  most  desirous  of  continued  involvement  as  well  as 
the  involvement  of  all  communities  in  the  watershed.  For  that 
reason  we  urge  the  Corps  to  consider  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Study 
a  high  priority  item. 

We  are  also  greatly  interested  in  the  possibility  of  an 
"Oconee"  type  of  study  and  urge  the  Corps  to  pursue  that 
approach,  as  well. 

May  I  express  my  thanks  for  your  personal  interest  and  especially 
for  your  August  18th  visit. 


Yours  truly, 


Irene  L.  Gossin 
Supervisor 


ILG :  bf 
Enc . 

cc:  Penfield  Town  Board 


Organized  1 796 

Town  of  Pittsford 


MONROE  COUNTY 

11  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET,  PITTSFORD,  N.Y.  14534 
Phone  586-8649 


September  21,  1977 


Colonel  Ludwig 
District  Engineer 
Department  of  the  Army 
Buffalo  District 
Corp  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

‘  This  letter  is  to  inform  you  that  the 

Town  Board  of  Pittsford  passed  a  formal  resolution 
last  night  urging  the  Corp  of  Engineers  to  proceed 
with  their  proposed  Irondequoit  Creek  Drainage  and 
Flood  Study. 

The  Town  Board  wishes  to  let  you  know 
that  we  are  willing  to  cooperate  in  any  way. 

It  might  be  further  added  that  the 
Town  Board  last  night  decided  to  select  Lozier 
Engineers  to  make  a  comprehensive  drainage  study  of 
the  whole  Town  of  Pittsford,  which  would,  of  course, 
include  the  Irondequoit  Valley  so  that  their  work  will 
be  implementing  and  supplementing  your  own. 

We  are  interested. 


V  if? 


Town  of  IPerinton 


31  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET 


FAIRPORT,  N.Y.  14450 


PHONE:  223-0770 


September  20,  1977 


Colonel  Ludwig,  District  Engineer 
U.  S.  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

RE:  IRON DEQUOIT  CREEK  STUDY  -  TOWN  OF  PERINTON 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

4s  Supervisor  of  the  Town  of  Perinton ,  I  wish  to  express  our  interest  in 
a  continuance  of  the  study  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  watershed.  The 
Town  of  Perinton  has  played  a  leadership  role  in  storm  water  and  sediment 
control  and  is  therefore  most  interested  that  other  towns  and  units  of 
government  pursue  a  similar  positive  program. 

May  we  add  our  endorsement  to  that  of  others  of  a  continuation  of  your 
study.  We  wish  to  stress,  however,  that  the  involvement  of  local  people 
and  units  of  government  is  most  important . 


Very  truly  yours. 


y 


r<±\  • 

Ctic  r7 


Lake  B.  Edwards,  Supervisor 
Town  of  Perinton 


LBE: jp 


cc:  Wm.  C.  Larsen,  P.E.,  P.C. 

Donald  Martin,  County  Planning 
Town  Board 

R.  A.  Burger 

J.  W.  Fulreader ,  Esq. 

D.  Schaeffer 

S.  Baldwin 


TOWN  OF  MENDON 

9  Norik  Main  Street 
Hone-ore  Falla!  N.  Y.  14472 

JUNE  l.  SMITH 

TOWN  CLERK 

Tax  collector  September  16th,  1977 

TtL.  {7ti  i  11*1100 


Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell,  Chief,  Engr.  Div. 

Department  of  the  Army,  Buffalo  District 
Corps,  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street,  Buffalo,  New  York  14207 
Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

Enclosed  please  find  certified  copy  of  a  Resolution  which 
was  unanimously  passed  by  the  Town  Board  at  its  regular  meeting 
on  September  12th,  requesting  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  continue  the  study  of  the  Irondquoit  Creek  Drainage 
Basin. 

Very,  truly  yours, 

■  \  : 

June  L.  Smith 
^ovm  Clerk 

JlaS/mo 

Enclosure 
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Town  Clerk 


RESOLUTION 


WHEREAS,  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  commenced  a 
study  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Drainage  Basin,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  source  of  said  Irondequoit  Creek  is  located  In 
the  Town  of  Mondor.  and  said  creek  flows  through  a  large  part  of 
said  Town,  and 

WHEREAS,  it  is  deemed  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
Tow.  of  Her. don  to  have  Irondequoit  Creek  protected  and  preserved 
in  a  form  that  is  environmentally,  aesthetically  and  economically 
beneficial  throughout  its  drainage  basin, 

HOW  THEREFORE  IT  IS  RESOLVED,  that  the  Town  Board  of  the 
Town  of  Men j on  hereby  requests  that  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  continue  the  study  of  the  Ircndeouoit  Creek  Drainage 


Basin,  and  submit  it's  recommendations  concerning  Irondequoit  Creek 
to  the  municipalities  within  which  said  drainage  area  is  located. 


RICHARD  D  WILES 
Supervisor 


tfotart  (jf  SlupAlon 

MONROE  COUNTY,  NEW  YORK 

2300  ELMWOOD  AVENUE  /  ROCHESTER  NEW  YORK  14618  /  473-8800 


September  IS,  1977 


Mr.  John  McCarthy 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  St. 

Buffalo,  N.  Y.  14207 

Dear  Mr.  McCarthy: 

At  our  Town  Board  meeting  held  on  September  14,  1977,  our  Board 
officially  went  on  record  in  favor  of  the  lrondequoit  Creek  Drainage 
Study  Program. 

This  program  is  badly  needed  and  controls  should  be  implemented 
as  soon  as  possible  to  correct  water  run-off  in  this  area. 

Our  Board  will  cooperate  fully  in  this  program  and  ask  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  proceed  as  soon  as  possible. 

Sincerely , 


RDW:ps 

cc:  Mr.  Wm.  Larsen 
44  Saginaw  Drive 
Rochester,  N.  Y.  14623 


William  C.  Larsen,  P.E,  P.C. 

fltchjrd  N  Pumto,  P.E 

CIVIL  -  SANITARY  -  MUNICIPAL 
ENGINEERING 

44  SAGINAW  DRIVE  •  ROCHESTER  N  V  14623 

September  8,  1977  area  code  716/473.3460 


F  r*n»h>  jftc*  ftunMB  P  t 
D»»  ‘  G>«p  F>  C 
n  o<  w»ii  f>  1 
A  *  I 

tl««  A  HvwiitM.  P  £ 
IqtMi  M  Stftgft  *  l 
**•*•  J  SHMIA  PI 
V«*r  *  WiDNM  *  £ 

LAV**  *  Csttmun o  Fl  S 
T  NioMO*  Fl  ft 


District  Engineer 
US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niaoara  St 
Buffalo,  N.Y.  14207 

Dear  Col.  Ludwig: 

As  you  may  know,  on  Wednesday  September  7,  1977,  John  McCarthy 
of  your  staff  participated  in  a  meeting  relative  to  the  Ironde- 
quoit  Creek  Watershed.  This  was  an  effort  by  the  Towns  involved 
to  bring  together  a  coordinated  program  of  Corps  activity,  local 
land  use  planning,  input  from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and 
others . 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  simply  to  inform  you  of  how  pleased 
we  were  with  John  McCarthy's  input  at  this  meeting.  As  we  under¬ 
stand  it,  you  are  proposing  a  meeting  in  October  or  November, 
at  which  time  a  more  definitive  plan  will  be  presented  to  all 
the  folks  that  were  in  attendance  at  last  night's  meeting.  There 
seems  to  be  considerable  enthusiasm  now  generated  and  we  all 
look  forward  to  that  meeting. 

Once  again,  many  thanks  for  John's  assistance  during  the  meeting. 

Very  truly  yours, 

WILLIAM  C.  lARSEN/^^  •  >  P-c- 


WCL/pr  William  C.  Larsen,  P.E. 

cc :  Irene  Gossin,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Penfield 


•  f  NYIAONWHNIAL  STUO/CS  •  LAND  PLANNING  •  SOLID  WASTE  MA NAQEU£NT 
•  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  •  WA  TER  WORKS  •  DRAINAGE  •  HIGHWAYS  •  £  NQINEfRING  SURVEYS 


Organized  I /vo 


Town  of  Pittsford 

MONROE  COUNTY 

11  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET,  PITTSFORD,  N.Y.  14534 
Puo.vt  586-2320 

July  7,  1977 


Hr.  John  Zosich 
Department  of  the  Army 
1776  Hiagara  Street 
Buffalo,  Hew  York  14207 

Dear  I-Ir.  Zosich: 

I  have  your  letter  of  June  30,  1977  and  it  has  given  me  some  idea  of 
the  nature  of  the  work  that  will  be  performed  by  the  Corp  of  Engineers 
in  the  Irondequoit  Valley. 

This,  together  with  Bill  Larson's  release  of  a  couple  of  days  ago, 
leads  me  to  realise  more  and  more  and  leaves  me  to  third:  more  and 
more  about  the  importance  of  flood  control  ordinances  of  the  Towns 
and  the  importance  of  these  things  in  your  work. 

I  note  that  the  corp  cannot  really  get  into  this  directly  so  that  it 
will  depend,  upon  cooperative  effort  by  the  Towns. 

I  note  your  phrase  "isolation  of  flood  control  problems"  and  I  feel 
that  this  is  something  that  will  be  pretty  hard  to  acheive  without 
cooperation  on  all  sides. 

I  would  like  to  let  you  know  that  the  Town  Board  has  talked  with  some 
well-known  engineering  firms  in  the  Rochester  area  and  have  asked  for 
the  submission  of  proposals  to  study  the  drainage  problems  of  the  Town. 

Ho  doubt  we  will  be  giving  a  contract  to  one  or  another  of  these  firms 
in  the  near  future.  I  have  noted  in  the  proposal  so  far  received  that 
they  all  mention  several  times  that  they  will  be  in  close  touch  with 
the  Army  and  its  past  and  future  studies.  They  will  be  in  touch  with 
you  and  I  will  be  pleased  to  hear  anything  from  you  directly. 


FIEtpd 

cc:  William  Larson 


TOLU  OF  PITTSFORD 


4’f,  CA|HN‘.  !>'•  V<!  >  -A  •.  •'  •  ■  ■  •/.») 


JOHN  £  KtUV 
KtlTH  C  MURPHY 

•own 


CArfi  S  OAfTMAN 
IAA-  I  \*CI  P  K O'IjMAN 
K* . .  MAI  L  J  MU& PHY 
fMviO  H  MAiUte 


Juno  29,  1977 


Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District/  Corps  of  Engineers 

.1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo/  New  York  14207 

Re:  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 

Dear  Mr.  Li dde I  I : 

Ihe  Henrietta  Planning  Board  is  in  receipt  of  your  letter 

..v#y  *  a  J  /  /  • 

The  Planning  Board  examined  the  material  and  has  no  comment. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Albert  Scardctta,  Chairman 
Henrietta  P I ann i ng  .Board 

AS:  vs 

xc;  J.  Keigher 
J.  Kelly 

Planning  Board  Members 
Engineering  Department 
Building  Department 


York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

or  57,  \von,  New  York  144 M 


i 


t 


Poloi  A.  A.  B-'rle, 
Commissioner 


<  Irwin  •!.  Kir.g 
Leg ion a]  Director 


June  21,  1977 


Mr.  Donald  Liddell 
Cnief,  Engineering  Section 
Corn  of  Engineers 
177C  Hi arnra  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

Irwin  King,  has  asked  that  I  resnond  to  your  recent  letter  to  him  concerning 
the  flood  control  r.easures  being  considered  at  the  present  tine  in  the 
Irondeqnoit  Creek  Watershed.  Me  have  a  vital  interest  in  resource  considera¬ 
tions  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek.  Watershed. and  support  the  need  for  non- structural 
nancuj'oc  gc  Kftinn  r'ost  effect ive  in  oreser'rinr*  rup  integvitv  of  this  x.,a^^'“shed , 

A  structural  plan  for  levees  and  channeli cation  of  Iron dequoit  Creek  in  the 
Panorama  Plaza  area  must  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that  this  reach 
of  stream  is  utilized  during  the  spring  by  anarironous  rainbow  trout  from 
Lake  Ontario  as  a  passage  to  higher  quality  waters  upstream. 

This  area  of  Irondequoit  Creek  is  not  normally  inhabited  by  brown  trout  because 
of  the  direct  adverse  affects  on  water  quality  imposed  by  upstream  sewage 
treatment  plant  effluent.  When  the  effluents  from  these  plants  are  diverted 
out  of  the  Irondequoit  V'atershed  then  this  section  quite  possibly  nay  return 
to  its  historical  trout  potential.  Diversion  will  begin  this  year. 

Channelization  of  this  section  will  negate  gains  made  by  the  forthcoming 
sewage  diversion.  Wide  shallow  channels  will  promote  summer  ambient  temper¬ 
atures  that  exceed  the  upper  lethal  of  brown  trout  and  rainbow  trout. 

The  construction  of  levees  with  sufficient  set  back  from  stream  banks  should 
not  adversely  affect  the  trout  potential  of  this  section  to  t lie  degree  exper¬ 
ienced  by  direct  channelization  practices.  However,  clearing  the  sha^c  producing 
vegetation  between  the  levees  and  streams,  common  practice,  would  adversely 
affect  this  trout  potential.  . 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Corn  of  Engineers  has  the  capability  through 
Oconee  Computer  Modeling  to  look  at  a  watershed  such  as  this  one  <;>  c  i  f  j  cal  1> 


V-  ■ 


"r .  Donald  Liddell 
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dune  21,  1077 


J 


in  regard  to  land  trcati-icnt  r::;;:i.-i:l;.t  ions  and 
tions  on  the  water  resources  of  the  basin.  I 
this  approach  he  considered  for  your  workshop 
scheduled  in  the  fall  of  1977. 


the  i— net  of 
v.oul  like  to 
that  you  have 


such  nrininula- 
suggest  that 
tentatively 


’ 'e  e"',rori  ate  the  onnortunitv  to  review  this  proposal  and  you  can  expect 
our  continued  assistance  as  the  project  moves  forward. 


HDHier 

cc:  R,  k’iles 
J.  Kelly 
D.  Dening 
S.  Kingston 

I.  Goss in 
P.  Spiegel 

II.  Strong 


Verv’.trulv  yours,  . 

}/.  ..  V  J)  4.C> 

Edward  D.  Holnes 
Regional  Supervisor  of 
Fisli  Zi  h'ildlife 
Region  S3 


.«  i'.tice  s 


MAlCOi  M  D  STRONG.  Supervisor 
MARY  MILLAR.  Town  Clerk 


COUNCllMfN 


TOV/N  OF  VICTOR 


HK.HWAY 

SUPcilMCNDENT 

A  H«r*tdMCfc« 


BO  Cast  Mam  St 
Victor.  New  York  14664 
Ontario  County 
Phone  716  924  7141 


collector 

M«><*  MvCaMhv 


June  7,  1977 


Department  of  the  Army 
Euffalo  District 
Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Attention:  Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell,  Chief 
Engineering  Division 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

In  reply  to  your  letter  of  May  16,  1977,  the  Planning  Board  of  the  Town  of 
Victor  is  vitally  interested  in  the  development  of  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed  within  the  Town  of  Victor,  Ontario  County,  as  well  as  areas  upstream 

t M»re to. 


Mr.  Kirby  Milton,  a  representative  of  the  Victor  Town  Planning  Board  attended  some 
of  your  meetings  and  at  that  time  requested  a  creliminary  draft  plan  preoared  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  Irondequoit  Creek  in  1976  and  to  date  no  cooy  has  been 
received. 


Tne  Town  of  Victor  Planning  Board  ororosed  that  no  stream  chanr.ellizaiion,  levees, 
retention  dams  and  structures  bs  built  along  Irondequoit  Creek  within  the  Town  of 
Victor,  the  creek  should  not  be  utilized  as  a  drainage  sewer  nor  should  it  be 
altered  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  unwittingly  locate  in  existing  floodways. 


Land  development  upstream  within  the  watershed  doesn’t  recessarily  increase  the  rate 
of  run-off  to  downstream  areas  when  devslo  unent  is  made  in  a  practical  manner.  All 
of  the  develo-ment  in  the  Town  of  Victor  is  aorreached  with  this  problem  being  of 
crime  concern. 


The  cooneration  of  both  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  neighboring  governmental  bodies 
would  be  appreciated  to  help  us  accomplish  satisfactory  development.  The  Corps  of 
Engineers  would  be  the  logical  body  to  spearhead  an  effort  to  enact  uniform  laws 
in  all  affected  communities. 


HJG/ca 


Yours  very  truly, 


rt 


Howard  J.  Gil 3  an,  Chairman 
Victor  Town  Planning  Board 


r.WSL  .***»■*  • 


LWWUl*1 


ERDMAN,  ANTHONY,  ASSOCIATES 

CONSULTING  ENGINEERS  G  PLANNERS 


i  PAUL  8  I  WOMAN.  I*. I. 
kOWIN  L  ANTHONY,  P.E..  L.S. 

c  -  —  ■  - 

;  ALFRED  T.  LYNO.  PE. 


P.  0  BOX  9589  •  242  ANDREWS  STREET 

ROCHESTER.  NEW  YORK  14G04 
(716)  325-1866 
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June  6,  1977 


Department  of  the  Army 
Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Attention:  Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell 


Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed 
Present  Flood  Control  Study  Outlook 
May  1977 


Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

In  response  to  your  request  for  comments  on  the  above  mentioned 
study,  in  a  letter  dated  16  May  1977,  we  are  pleased  to 
present  the  following. 

1.  We  agree  with  your  alternatives  for  providing  flood 
protection  measures  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  area. 

This  is  consistent  with  the  study  done  by  Erdman, 
Anthony,  Associates  in  October  1960  for  the  Monroe 
County  Drainage  Agency.  This  study  was  reviewed  by 
Corps  personnel  as  part  of  the  current  study  outlook. 

2.  In  addition,  our  firm  undertook  a  "Flood  Study"  for 
the  Penfield  Park  Apartments  following  record 
rainstorm  of  2  hour  duration  in  May  1974  when  the 
apartment  area  underwent  extensive  flooding  that 
caused  severe  damage  to  lower  apartments.  The  results 
of  the  study  indicated  that  with  proper  flood  control 
measures  on  Irondequoit  Creek  in  the  Panorama  Plaza 
area  and  proper  internal  drainage  controls  these 
damages  could  be  minimized  and  possibly  eliminated. 


rES'KSYU  ANlA  OFFICE.  315  FAUOVF1CI.D  ROAD.  CAMP  HILL.  PA.  3701] 


TEL:  (737)  761  3390 


£  RDM  AS,  ANTHONY,  ASSOCIATBS 
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The  above  comments  are  without  the  benefit  of  having  the 
opportunity  to  review  the  Plan  of  Study  in  detail.  We  would 
appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  the  current  study  and  would 
be  pleased  to  respond  to  the  other  damage  areas  as  well. 

It  is  hoped  that  this  project  will  receive  more  attention 
from  local  interests  as  you  proceed  with  your  feasibility 
study.  We  look  forward  to  attending  your  v;orkshop  in  the 
fall  of  1977. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Associate 


R  VISOR 

AID  A  DEMING 


VOL  Men 

ERT  E.  KANE 
HONY  J.  COSI  ELIO 
I  J  CHIPP 

'MAS  E.  LtNv'it  AVER 


June  1 ,  1977 


Donald  M.  Liddell 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


Dear  Mr.  Liddell 


The  Town  of  Irondequoit  would  appreciate  knowing  when  and  where  the 
workshop  in  the  fall  of  1977  will  take  place.  We  realize  that  other 
communities  have  a  much  greater  interest,  due  to  greater  flood  problems 
and  their  input  is  what  is  basica  lly  needed,  but  we  wish  to  remain 
invol ved. 


The  Town  of  Irondequoit  has  no  specific  requests-  for  further  studies  at 
this  time. 


Respectful Ty  yours , 


mcha'el 
Building  Inspector 


.\.<>AUI)  OK  TKUSTKKS 

IVlcr  I)  Quinzi 
Dorothy  Diunrtli 
IVrt  F.  Kit/siinmon*.  Jr. 
Alfred  Oezio 


ATTORNEY 
Robert  P.  Hank* 


Village  of  East  Rochester 

EAST  ROCHESTER,  I  AV  YORK 

Mayor  -  ANTHONY  DKI.I-A  PIKTRA 

V  '  .  J 


Cf.KItK  TREASURE  I 

KrniM  «>  l(  i'nntfnim 

suit,  ok  rimui:  woi 

Armund  Eu/tD^nll) 

CONSULTING  KNG1NF 
William  C  1-n rien 


May  31.  1977 


Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagra  Street 

Buf  falo.  New  York  14207 

Dear  Sir: 

In  response  to  your  letter  dated  May  16,  1977,  addressed 

to  Mayor  Anthony  Della  Pietra,  the  following  information  is 
submitted: 

■rfl.  Armand  Pizz ingi i II i ,  Supe.  of  Public  'Works,  was 
designated  by  the  Village  Board  to  represent  the 
Village  at  all  meetings. 

#2.  Mr.  Pizzingrilli  attended  3  meetings,  at  the  last 
meeting  he  was  informed,  his  attendance  was  not 
necessary,  because  all  land  within  the  Village 
that  was  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  water  shed  was 
Village  owned;  being  used  for  parks  and  Dept,  of 
Public  Works  garage  and  storage. 

#3.  Mr.  Pizzingrilli  will  be  available  to  attend 

the  work  shop  tentatively  scheduled  for  the  Fall 
of  1977. 

#4.  We  recommend  that  the  old  Spring  Lake  property 
be  considered  for  a  detention  basin  and  that 
the  Villages'  Eyer  Park  not  be  considered. 

Sincerely  yours. 


VILLAGE  OF  EAST  ROCHESTER 


^P/anc 

EAST  ROCHESTER,  NEW  YORK 


Supt.  of  Public 'works 
the  greatest  little  town  in  the  world" 


If  '  ' idf 

Publ ic 'works 


Organized  1 796 

Town  of  Pittsford 

MONfiOE  COUNTY 

11  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET,  PITTSFORD.  N  Y.  14534 
Piiom.  580-2320 

May  27,  1977 


Mr.  Donald  Liddell 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Mr.  Liddell: 

I  have  your  letter  of  May  16th  along  with  the  Flood  Control 
Study  Outlook  and  I  note  the  fact  that  you  indicate  that  there 
has  been  little  local  meaningful  response  as  yet. 

Please  let  me  assure  you  that  the  Town  of  Pittsford  is  interested 
in  the  flood  control  and  do  hope  that  you  can  proceed  to  lay  out 
a  comprehensive  plan  which  will  help. 

I  would  hark  back  to  an  idea  which  I  presented  earlier  and  that 
is  to  the  thought  of  establishing  a  giant  ever-f lowing  retention 
pond  through  the  Irondequoit  Valley  in  the  Town  of  Pittsford. 

The  flood  plains  Areas  are  extensive  and  are  for  the  most  part, 
undeveloped,  and  might  be  acquired  for  such  a  giant  retention 
pond . 

The  Canal  itself  and  the  culvert  under  the  Canal  acts  something 
like  this  at  the  present  time  and  the  banks  of  the  Canal  could 
be  used  as  a  retention  dam.  Obviously,  a  great  care  would  have 
to  be  taken  to  make  sure  that  it  was  strong  enough  to  withstand 
the  high  waters.  This  idea  seems  feasible  to  me. 

Beyond  this,  the  Army  Corp  of  Engineers  might  develop  a  model 
drainage  control  ordinance  which  can  be  offered  and  recommended 
to  all  of  the  Towns  contributing  to  the  flooding  in  the  Irondequoit 
Valley. 

In  the  Town  of  Pittsford  now  we  are  turning  to  one  or  two  firms 
of  engineers  to  develop  a  comprehensive  drainage  control  system 
and  we  hope  within  a  few  years  to  have  this  in  a  working  ordinance 
form.  We  are  interested  in  doing  our  share  since  the  Department 
of  the  Army  is  an  over-all  organization  and  is  concerned  with 
the  whole  valley  and  does  have  great  prestige,  they  might  be  able 
to  convince  all  the  participating  municipalities  to  get  in  line 
with  some  model  ordinance. 


Mr.  Donald  Liddell 
Page  2 


May  27,  1977 


Please  be  advised  that  the  Town  of  Pittsford  is  interested 
in  your  study,  hope  that  it  goes  forward,  and  will  stand 
ready  to  cooperate. 


Sincerely,. 


Paul  M.//Spie^el 

Supervisor 

TOWN  OF  PITTSFORD 


PMS : jmp 


KICUAkt;  I).  WIU.S 
i  vr.or 


fan 

NiOHHOt  COUNTY.  NIWYOHK 

2300  U.MVVOOO  AVtNUE  2  HOCH1  'Jftfc  N(  W  YOKK  14C18  /  4/3  8800 


May  20,  1977 


Mr.  Donald  M.  Liddell,  Chief  engineering  Div.  UHF :  I ruiuh-quoit  Creek 
Department  of  the  Army  Watershed 

Cuffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  St. 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

* 

Oear  Mr.  Liddell: 

«  , 

At  the  present  time,  the  Town  of  Brighton  has  hired  the  Engineering 
firm  of  O'Brien  and  Gere  to  do  a  complete  study  of  our  drainage  areas. 

This  study  should  be  completed  within  the  year  and  we  then  will  know 
what  way  to  go  in  solving  our  drainage  problems. 

IVe  would  be  very  glad  to  participate  in  a  workshop  in  the  fall,  and 
by  then  we  will  probably  be  able  to  provide  you  with  more  specific  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  our  study  in  this  area. 


Sincerely, 


TOWN  OF  BRIGHTON 


Richard  0.  Wiles 
Supervi sor 


RDW'tps 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
100  Grange  Place,  Room  202 
Cortland,  New  York  13045 


February  9,  1977 


Col.  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 
Buffalo  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Col .  tudwi g , 

This  letter  responds  to  your  request  for  comment  regarding  tne 
Buffalo  District  Draft  Plan  of  Study  for  flood  control  and 
allied  purposes  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek,  Watershed,  New  York. 
Investigations  for  improvement  were  authorized  in  a  resolution 
through  the  House  of  Representatives,  Committee  on  Public  Works 
authorizing  a  survey  on  Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  including  Allen  Creek.  The  authorization  is  contained  in 
Section  208  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  85-298) 
adopted  27  October  1965.  Our  comments  are  provided  as  field  level 
review  for  guidance  in  your  development  of  a  plan  of  acting 
specifying  the  proposed  course  of  study  for  a  feasibility  report 
and  are  not  the  comments  of  the  Department  of  Interior  as  outlined 
under  Section  2  (b)  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act 
(48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.). 

We  have  met  with  New  York  State  DEC  and  discussed  study  needs  for 
the  proposed  project.  Water  quality  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
Watershed  is  being  improved  and  contains  a  very  good  Brown  Trout 
Fishery.  Some  steelhead  spawning  is  found  up  to  25  miles  upstream 
from  the  mouth  of  the  creek.  Sewage  treatment  plants  being  devel¬ 
oped  in  the  area  are  contributing  to  the  increase  in  water  quality. 
Any  development  within  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  must  not 
in  any  way  degrade  existing  or  future  water  quality  conditions. 


Recent  studies  have  shown  a  strong  correlation  between  degraded 
trout  water  and  sewage  plant  discharges  on  Irondequoit  Creek.  It 
was  found  that  above  the  Barge  Canal  crossing,  which  is  also  the 
point  of  discharge  for  the  most  upstream  STP,  brown  trout  (Sal mo 
trutta )  were  common  in  Irondequoit  Creek.  Brown  trout  of  wild  and 
hatchery  origin  were  sampled  upstream  to  Trout  Brook  in  the  vicinity 
■OLUT/O/y  of  Mendon.  As  the  sampling  proceeded  downstream  of  the  canal,  fewer 
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brown  trout  and  more  tolerant  fish  species  were  encountered.  Sewage 
effluents  noted  were  of  poor  quality  and  obviously  affected  species 
compos i tion. 


A  study  to  monitor  the  downstream  movement  of  the  existing  trout 
population  and  changes  in  the  benthic  community  would  provide  a 
meaningful  gage  to  assess  the  benefits  of  the  Pure  Haters  program 
to  divert  sewage  from  the  small  STP's  to  one  major  facility.  A 
study  outline  follows: 

OBJECTIVE  -  To  gage  the  success  of  the  sewage  diversion  program 
on  Irondequoit  Creek  by  quantifying  changes  in  the 
aquatic  ecosystem  of  that  stream. 

SCOPE  -  Indicator  parameters  to  be  studied  in  the  Irondequoit 
system  are  fish,  benthos,  and  chemical  characteristics. 

Fish  studies  to  note  species,  abundance,  growth 
cnaracteri sties  and  general  condition. 

Benthic  studies  to  include  the  computation  of  diversity 
indices,  equatibility  and  linear  similarity  coefficients. 

Chemical  and  physical  characterization  will  monitor  flow, 
water  temperature,  dissolved  oxygen  and  BOD. 

Excellent  undeveloped  wetlands  exist  in  the  lower  Irondequoit  Basin. 
Many  excellent  wetlands  exist  in  the  upper  basin  particularly  the 
area  delineated  on  plate  7  of  the  Draft  POS.  Upland  habitat  through¬ 
out  the  area  is  also  important.  At  present,  a  substantial  amount 
of  local  support  exist  to  protect  the  resource. 


Any  plan  developed  must  address  the  important  fishery  and  wildlife 
resources  within  the  project  site. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Irondequoit 
Creek  and  tributaries  project  at  this  time  and  look  forward  to 
further  coordination  on  the  project. 


jle 


County  of  Monroe 

HE*  YOKE 


department  OF  planning 

Id  COu*’»  OPPCt  BO'LDiMO 
«OCnCIIC«  W*  *«•** 


DON  B  MARTIN.  DIRECTOR 


TELEPHONE 
1716'  428-6461 


December  I,  1976 


Subject:  Irondequolt  Creek 

Watershed  Study 


Honorable  Legislator: 

We  are  presently  coordinating  Monroe  County's  effort  In  the  federally 
sponsored  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  Study.  The  Study  area  consists  of 
the  Irondequoit  Creek  Drainage  Basin  In  Monroe,  Ontario  and  Wayne  Counties 
and  contains  14  municipalities  as  shown  on  the  attached  map.  These  towns, 
villages,  and  the  City  of  Rochester  have  been  requested  to  appoint  repre¬ 
sentatives  to  a  Study  Committee  to  help  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  meet  the  study  objective.  The  objective  is  to  determine  the 
nature,  extent,  and  feasibility  of  Improvements  for  flood  management  and 
allied  purposes.  General  planning  objectives  Include  flood  control,  water 
enhancement,  water  supply  provision,  aesthetic  Improvement,  recreation 
potential,  erosion  and  sedimentation  control,  and  Improvement  of  cultural 
resources . 

The  additional  attachments  Indicate  what  has  a-l  ready  occurred  el  nee  the 
Study's  Inception  In  June  of  1976.  As  shown  on  the  attached  letter  to  Col¬ 
onel  Hughes  of  the  Corps  of  Eng'neers,  It  Is  our  position  that  long-range 
floodplain  management  rather  than  structural  solutions  to  problems  should 
be  the  preferred  alternative. 

The  communities  have  met  to  discuss  activities  such  as  the  federal  and 
state  permit  programs  and  will  meet  again  to  be  further  advised  of 
federal  Insurance  Administration  requirements  and  programs  In  the  study 
area  by  a  representatl ve  of  the  FIA.  The  meeting  will  be  held  In  Room 
I  of  the  Monroe  County  Farm  and  Home  Center  at  7:30  p.m.  on  December  16. 


Finally,  your  name  has  lean  added  to  the  mailing  list  for  receipt  of  In 
formation  regarding  the  Study  and  meetings  should  you  wish  to  attend 
this  or  be  advlsod  of  any  othor  of  the  coordination  meetings. 


Sincerely, 

John  H.  Au^henbaugn 
Senior  Planner  -  Design 


JHA/cm 

c:  Lucicn  A.  Morin,  County  Manager 

J.  B.  Josmer,  Deputy  County  Manager 

Martin  A,  Foos,  Chairman,  Monroe  County  Planning  Board 
George  6.  Gardner,  Chairman,  Monroe-  County  Planning  Council 
John  McCarthy,  Uni  tod  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Attachments 


Dcuarlnu  nt  of  Parks 
S75  Wcsifall  Road 
Rochester,  N.Y.  14620 


County  of  Monroe 

NF.W  YORK 


Telephone: 

244-4640 


August  24,  1976 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineers  Buffalo  District 

Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

RE:  Plan  of  Study  Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York  and 
Tributaries  Including  Allen  Creek,  For  Flood 
Control  and  Allied  Purposes . 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

The  Department  of  Parks  County  of  Monroe,  New  York  has  a  very  definite  interest 
in  the  Irondequoit  Creek  Study  relative  to  flood  control  in  the  Irondequoit  Creek 
watershed.  Several  areas  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  department  and  operated  as  » 

park  and  recreation  areas  for  the  citizens  of  Monroe  County  occupy  the  low-lying  flood 
plains  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  These  areas  are  as  follows: 

1.  Powder  Mills  Park  (Shown  on  Plate  7  of  the  POS) 

2.  Ellison  Park  (Shown  on  riate  5  of  the  POS) 

3.  Areas  in  the  Wetlands  South  of  Irondequoit  Bay  extending  from  Empire 
Boulevard  south  to  Browncroft  Boulevard  (Shown  on  Plate  5  of  POS) 

4.  Areas  along  the  easterly  and  westerly  shoreline  of  Irondequoit  Bay  as  follows: 

on  the  westerly  shoreline,  beginning  at  Empire  Blvd.  and  extending 
approximately  4400  feet  to  the  north; 

on  the  easterly  shoreline,  beginning  at  a  point  approximately  2000  feet 
north  of  Empire  Blvd.  and  extending  approximately  4700  feet  to  the  north. 

NOTE:  Only  part  of  the  above  (westerly  side)  shows  on  Plate  5  of  the  POS. 

Ellison  Park  and  Powder  Mills  Park  have  existed  as  County  park  areas  for  approxi¬ 
mately  fifty  (50)  years  and  have  been  operated  in  a  manner  to  meet  many  recreational 
needs  of  the  residents  of  the  community.  Powder  Mills  Park  has  occasionally  been  flooded 
by  Irondequoit  Creek.  The  fish  hatchery  area  has  been  flooded  as  a  result  of  large 
quantities  of  water  run-off  coming  down  the  gully  to  the  east  of  the  hatchery.  This 
run-off  is  compounded  by  drainage  from  development  to  the  east  and  south. 

Ellison  Park  is  subjected  to  several  periods  of  flooding  every  year.  This  flooding 
is  primarily  of  the  flash  type  flood  resulting  from  heavy  rainfall  up  stream  or  from 
rapid  melting  of  snow.  Unfortunately,  the  change  in  elevation  from  the  low  areas  in 
Ellison  to  the  Bay  and  Lake  is  so  slight  that  run-off  is  delayed  particularly  during 
periods  when  the  Lake  level  is  high. 


Colonel  Daniel  D.  L.udwig 
August  ?4  ,  1976 

I'llir.on  Park  is  a  much  favored  recreation  area  by  residents  of  Monroe  County. 

It  contains  many  ball  fields,  tennis  courts  and  picnic  areas.  Large  group  picnics  are 
planned  for  the  area.  Upon  several  occasions  each  year  it  has  been  necessary  to  cancel 
out  scheduled  events  because  of  high  water  conditions.  As  the  water  recedes  it  leaves 
behind  deposits  of  soil  as  well  as  debris.  The  deposited  soil  must  be  cleaned  off  of 
tennis  court,  road  and  parking  lot  surfaces,  off  of  restroom  floors  and  in  case  of 
exceptionally  high  water  off  of  building  floors.  Lawn  areas  also  must  be  taken  care 
of  by  clean  up  and  in  some  cases  by  reseeding.  The  inconvenience  rendered  to  people 
who  have  scheduled  events  which  have  to  be  cancelled  because  of  flash  flooding  cannot 
be  measured. 

At  Powder  Mills  Park,  the  effects  are  nowhere  near  as  great  as  they  are  at  Ellison; 
however,  upon  several  occasions  there  has  been  a  loss  of  trout  at  the  fish  hatchery 
when  flood  water  has  caused  holding  areas  to  overflow. 

The  Department'  of  Parks  Monroe  County  is  in  full  agreement  with  many  items  stated 
in  the  P.O.S..  It  realizes  that  new  facilities  should  be  developed  and  located  out 
of  the  flooding  areas.  It  has  been  involved  in  a  land  acquisition  program  which  has 
resulted  in  the  addition  of  new  land  to  Ellison  Park  in  areas  which  lie  above  the  flood 
plain.  The  Park  Department  has  also  resorted  to  some  regulations  of  the  use  of  existing 
facilities  in  an  effort  to  avoid  the  inconvenience  caused  for  people  when  events  must 
be  cancelled.  The  Department  realizes  that  it  is  difficult  to  change  human  behavior 
relative  to  the  use  of  park  areas  but  it  is  willing  to  formulate  new  patterns  or  use 
which  may  be  better  suited  to  the  environmental  conditions.  The  provision  of  hiking, 
nature,  bicycle  and  canoe  trails  within  the  areas  under  County  jurisdiction  is  a  wise 
use  of  those  lands  subject  to  flooding  and  from  an  economic  viewpoint  is  the  most  prudent 
use  of  this  land. 

Because  of  the  low  altitude  of  much  of  the  Ellison  Park  land,  all  flooding  of  the 
area  can  probably  not  be  prevented.  Tlood  walls  and  levees  which  may  be  a  solution 
during  periods  of  high  water  and  great  run-off  may  also  serve  to  remove  much  of  the 
land  from  traditional  use  during  the  rest  of  the  year.  If  possible  this  department 
would  favor  any  diversion  measures  which  could  be  developed  particularly  if  flood  waters 
could  be  diverted  away  from  the  heavily  used  areas  in  Ellison  Park. 

The  Department  of  Parks  Monroe  County  will  be  pleased  to  cooperate  wherever 
possible  in  the  development  of  the  final  Plan  of  Study  and  in  any  actual  development 
which  will  result  in  benefit  to  the  general  public. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Alvan  R.  Grant 
Director  of  Parks 


ARG:hs 


New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

r.o.  ton  57,  (ml*  20,  Atofl,  N.t.  14414 


September  3  ,  1 976 


Daniel  D.  Ludwig 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Buffalo,  N.Y.  14207 

Re:  DEC  No.  828-99-0080 

Draft  Plan  of  Study  for 
Irondequoit  Creek  and 
tributaries  for 
Flood  Control  &  Allied 
Purposes,  Monroe  County 

•  Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  above  referenced 
Plan  of  Study.  Following  are  our  comments  reflecting  this 
Department's  interests  which  should  receive  consideration 
in  future  reports. 

A  rainbow  and  brown  trout  fishery  exists  in  Irondequoit  Creek 
and  a  number  of  Its  tributaries.  Natural  spawning  brown 
trout  arf  located  in  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  tributaries 
upstream  from  Route  96.  High  quality  fisheries  exist  in 
tribs  #29,  #30,  and  #31 .  Downstream  areas  may  be  able  to 
support  natural  populations  of  brown  trout  when  sewage  dis¬ 
charges  and  other  environmental  disturbances  are  fully 
controlled.  Irondequoit  Creek  receives  a  Lake  Ontario  rain¬ 
bow  trout  run.  The  potential  exists  for  a  rainbow  nursery 
upstream  from  Route  96  to  Trout  Brook.  The  ability  of  this 
species  to  reproduce  in  the  stream  is  under  investigation 
by  our  Region  8  Fisheries  Unit. 

Wetland  areas  protected  by  the  Environmental  Conservation  Law 
are  located  throughout  the  watershed.  This  Department  expects 
to  complete  an  inventory  of  the  protected  areas  within  18 
months.  Significant  wildlife  values  are  associated  with  the 
undeveloped  flood  plain  of  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  trib¬ 
utaries.  These  areas  should  be  protected  from  disturbance 
and  should  receive  recognition  in  future  environmental  reports. 
Structural  protection  of  the  flood  plain  could  lead  to  devel¬ 
opment  in  this  area  thus  removing  valuable  wildlife  habitat. 


Peter  A.  A.  Berle 

XSHiXXKttWk 

Commission*! 

liwin  H.  klfi|, 
felicmil  Dileclot 
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Fish  &  Wildlife  resource  specialists  from  this  Department  are 
available  to  assist  in  identifying  resources  in  a  specific  area. 
Contact  for  such  assistance  should  be  established  through 
Mr.  Edward  Holmes,  Supervisor  of  Fish  &  Wildlife,  in  this  office. 

The  effect  of  this  proposal  on  forestry  resources  and  other  plant 
life  should  be  stated  in  future  environmental  reports. 

Although  there  appears  to  be  no  conflict  with  this  Department's 
Pure  Waters  program,  the  Corps  should  be  aware  of  the  presence  of 
a  major  interceptor  sewer  in  the  Irondequoit  Creelc  valley. 

The  Corps  should  maintain  contact  with  the  Region's  Flood  Control 
unit.  Requests  should  be  directed  to  Mr.  Allan  Buddie,  Senior 
Hydraulic  Engineer,  at  the  Elmira  Flood  Control  office,  180  State 
Street,  Elmira,  N.Y.,  14901,  phone  607-734-6289. 

It  appears  that  the  application  of  non-structural  measures  to 
alleviate  flood  problems  may  have  a  positive  impact  on  natural 
resources.  Action  in  this  direction  at  this  time  could  minimize 
the  need  for  structural  measures  at  a  later  date.  It  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  this  approach  to  the  problem  be  pursued  without  delay. 

As  an  outcome  of  the  Corps  meeting  with  local  town  officials  on 
August  24,  1976,  at  the  Brighton  Town  Hall,  it  was  suggested  that, 
a  steering  committee  be  formed  comprised  of  town  officials  and 
the  Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning.  This  Department  has 
an  interest  in  working  closely  with  all  parties  which  may  be 
affected  by  the  proposal.  Mr.  Edward  Holmes  will  be  able  to  assign 
a  representative  to  participate  in  future  committee  meetings  as  a 
member  of  the  steering  committee. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  in  more  detail  when  the 
specific  proposed  actions  are  finally  reported. 


c :  Edward  Holmes 

John  Aughenbaugh,  Monroe  Co.  Dept,  of  Planning 
Elmer  Wagner 
Allan  Buddie 


TQ/VN  of  HENRIETTA 

4/f.  CAIK1NS  ROAD  •  HlNOtTW  N(  W  YO««  144A7  •  111  1 11 1.  « Jl  .YVt7/nO 


KEITH  C  MUtFHV 

Ink 


CABl  t  SWflMAN 
LAWKNCf  »  KOHSMAM 
MICHAEL  J  MUtfHV 
DAVID  H  MAIUIE 

f'UKdmOP 


August  23#  1976 


Dun i e I  D .  Ludw i g 

Co  I  oih*  I  ,  Corp  ol  fiMfimmm 

Hi  nil- i.l  I  •««  1  i  *»••«  r 

177^  N  i uguru  St  red. 

Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Pe ;  Comments  on  Druft  Plan  of  Study  -  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed, NY • 
Dear  Co  I  one  I : 

We  have  reviewed  the  above  mentioned  Plan  of  Study  and  have  several 
comments  conccrring  our  portion  (Henrietta)  of  the  study  area. 

Wc  found  that  approx i mu te I y  one-half  of  the  i960  flood  damages  occur- 
ed  in  the  Allen  Creek  area,  of  which  our  Town  is  a  part  (Area  11, 

Plate  3)»  We  are  very  interested  in  seeing  this  area  protected  from  i 
any  flooding  in  the  future  since  the  development  is  quite  dense.  We 
strongly  suggest  that  structural  alternatives  be  given  prime  consid¬ 
eration  for  future  flood  controi.  As  we  have  learned  in  Henrietta 
(Red  Creek  Flood  Plain),  non-structura I  alternatives  such  as  flood 
insurance  and  flood  plain  regulation  can  produce  undesirable  side 
effects.  The  stigma  of  another  flood  plain  in  our  Town  would  pro- 
note  potential  blight  areas  and  reduce  the  chances  of  orderly  devel¬ 
opment  . 

In  short,  we  are  very  much  in  fuvfor  of  flood  control  in  a  realistic 
sense.  Simply  to  make  people  aware  oT  potential  dan-iers,  and  not  to 
take  structural  corrective  action,  serves  little  purpose.  We  do  feel 
that  a  flood  warning  system  would  be  better  than  doing  nothing,  but 
we  concur  with  your  analysis  of  this  alterrative  as  a  poor  one. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment,  we  appreciate  the  effort  in¬ 
volved  in  such  a  study.  We  are  looking  forward  for  further  reports  on 
this  subject. 

Very  truly  yours. 


4lohn  E  .  Ke  I  I  y 
.✓  Supervisor 

xcs:  H.  Corneles 
File 
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Oi»n  lehtron.  Commiss*one» 


RE:  NCBED-PN 

Irondequoit  Creek  Study 
August  12,  1976 


August  19,  1976 


Department  of  the  Army 
Buffalo  District 
Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  NY  14207 

Attention:  Daniel  D.  Ludwig 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 

Dear  Colonel  Ludwig: 

Commissioner  Lehman  wishes'  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review 
the  Draft  Plan  of  Study  for  Flood  Control  and  allied  purposes  in  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed. 

This  office  has  reviewed  the  indicated  study  at  the  Commissioner’s 
request  and  feels  the  purpose  and  scope  insofar  as  it  effects  the  Office 
of  Parks  and  Recreation  is  particularly  well  planned  and  to  which  we 
have  no  objections. 


Improvements  to  the  watershed  should  do  nothing  except  improve  the 
water  quality  of  Irondequoit  Bay  where  we  have  considerable  interest. 

Sincerely ^ 


Sincerely j 

Q~yi 

/  James  3.  O’ Brie 


James  j;  0  Brien 
Director 

Division  of  Marine  &  Recreational  Vehicles 


JJ0:AG:js 


County  of  Monroe 

Mt »  YORK 


DEPARTMENT  OF  PLANNING 


DON  <  MARTIN.  DIRECTOR 


Mr.  Thomas  P.  Ryan,  Mayor 

City  of  Rochester  - 

34  City  Hall 

Rochester,  New  York  14614  -  - 

Dear  Hr.  Ryan: 

The  Amy  Corps  of  Engineers,  Buffalo  district,  has  recently  completed 
a  Plan-01 -Study  for  the  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed.  During  the  next 
several  years,  the  Corps  will  study  the  flooding  process  in  the  water¬ 
shed,  its  present  and  potential  future  effects  on  lands  adjacent  to  the 
creek,  and  alternative  solutions  to  alleviate  the  negative  effects  of 
periodic  flooding  along  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  tributaries. 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  study  process,  the  Army  Corps  has  requested 
the  assistance  of  the  Monroe  County  Department  of  Planning  ir  calling 
together  a  preliminary  working  session  of  the  supervisors  and  the  mayors 
of  the  affected  towns  and  villages  in  this  two  county  watershed. 

The  purpose  of  this  working  session  is  twofold,  first,  the  Corps  repre¬ 
sentative  associated  with  this  plan-of-study  (Killian  Teller-Study  Man¬ 
ager,  Charles  Baldi-Assistant  Chief  of  Planning,  Ken  Orth-F.nvi ronnental 
Planning,  and  Dan  Kelly-Chief  of  the  Hew  York  Basin  Amj)  will  briefly 
describe  the  history  of  the  project  to  date  and  will  outline  the  Corp's 
policies  relative  to  flood  control  alternatives.  Secondly,  the  Corps' 
representatives  will  seek  the  assistance  of  those  present  in  identifv- 
ing  both  the  specific  flooding  problem  areas  in  their  comunitles  and 
the  extent  of  their  comunity's  needs  for  some  fom  of  flood  manage¬ 
ment  and  control. 

Therefore,  I  hope  that  you  or  your  representative  will  be  able  to  attend 
this  meeting  to  be  held  on  Tuesday,  August  24,  at  7:30  P.M_.Jn,  the 
supervisor's  office  at  the  BrightoiTTown  fiaTT—^300  Elmwood  Avenue, 
Brighton,  New  York.  We  look  forward  to  seeing  you  there. 

Sincerely, 


Don  B.  Martin 

OiWMjb  Director  of  Planning 

xc :  Lucien  A.  Morin,  County  Manager 

U.S.  Representative  Frans  J.  Horton 
William  Zeller,  Corps  nf  Engineers^ 


Organized  J79fi 


Town  of  Pittsford 

kluNItOk.OK'NTY 

II  SOUTH  MAIN  Sllil'.KT.  HITSIOHD.  NY.  14534 
rii<iN».5A6.8M9 


Auguit  16,  1176 


Han i  cl  l*.  I  u  lwi  g 

Col  on '1,  Corps  of  !  .’i  :i'pcrs 

Hi  s  t  r  i  <  t  I'nr.im  t 

Depart  incut  of  The  Army 

III iffalo  District  Corps  of  Engineers 

1776  Niagara  Street 

Huffalo,' New  York  142H7 

Hear  Colonel: 

I  .am  very  sorry  ♦hat  1  will  not  be  able  to  meet 
with  the  Corps  representatives  at  Krirliton  Town  Hall  on 
the  24th.  This  is  a  night  of  the  Town  hoard  meeting  and 
we  have  hearings  tha*  have  hecn  advertised  and  things  of 
that  nature  so  that  there  is  no  way  to  postpone  the, meet 
ing. 


However,  Hr.  V-ssel  our  Director  or  Public  Works, 
or  his  assistant  Ti-iofty  Downing  will  ho  sf  the  meeting 
anil  will  he  nb)o  to  >a  r*  j  c  inate  in  moving  th'ngs  forward. 

Your  Iottcr  of  the  12  of  August  sparked  a  thought 
in  riy  mind  which  I  would  like  to  mention  to  von. 

Here  in  Pittsford,  as  you  know,  there  is  the  groat 
embankment  of  the  canal  which  has  worked  heretofore  as  a 
pretty  much  ever  ‘'lowing  detention  pond.  It  occurs  to  me 
that  as  a  part  of  the  engineering  study,  that  it  would  be 
possible  for  the  Corps  of  engineers  to  rceo-mend  utilizing 
the  trondeuuoit  '’alley  between  the  great  embankment  of  the 
Canal  and  the  Powder  Mills  Park  as  a  giant  detention  pond. 
Tor  the  most  wart  development  has  been  kept  out  of  this 
Valley  and  it  i«  possible  that  some  of  the  lower  lying  homes 
on  a  couple  of  our  residential  streets  could  actually  be 
removed  or  protected  so  that  this  Valley  rould  be  used  as  an 
enormous  ros°voir  ror  bad  situations. 


It  is  iust  a  thought  and  it  may  have  no  merit, 
perhaps,  als”,  there  is  a  possibility  here. 


PMS/bh 

cc-  A1  Kassel 

Tim  Downing 


,  ‘7^( 


rely  j 

Paul  M.  Spiege^v 
Superv ispr 
TOWN  OF  ’p  1T1*:  I:«1RD 


hut 


County  of  Monroe 

NEW  YORK 


DEPARTMENT  OF  PLANNING 

Ml  COUNT*  OFFiCI  •UHDINO 

•  ochcitir.  new  took  u«i« 

DON  B.  MARTIN.  DIRECTOR 

June  16,  1976 


Colonel  Bernard  Hughes 
Buffalo  District 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
XT’  '  Niagara  St. 

Butwilo,  NY  14207 

Subject:  Review  of  draft  Plan  of  Study: 

Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York 
and  tributaries,  including 
Allen  Creek,  for  flood  control 
and  allied  purposes. 

• 

•  -  .  •-  1  -  -  -  l  li.^k... 

~  w“ 4  » 

The  Mom ot  County  Department  of  Planning  has  reviewed  the  above  mentioned 
draft  Plan  of  Study.  We  welcome  the  Corps’  intention  to  intensively  study  the 
Irondequoit  Cieek  watershed  by  identifying  specific  problems  and  potential 
solutions  for  alleviating  the  current  and  future  flooding  hazards  in  this  area. 

V*  arc  very  much  concerned,  however,  as  to  whether  the  basic  thrust  of  the 
st  ,  both  in  terms  of  its  scope  of  work  and  the  coordination  and  policy  formu¬ 
lation  structure,  reflects  the  following  principles,  which  we  believe  the  Plan  of 
Study  should  incorporate.  These  are  (1)  that  a  floodplain  management  approach 
should  be  the  preferred  long-range  solution  to  the  problem  of  flooding  in  the 
watershed;  and  (2)  that  policy  decisions  regarding  flood  control  measures  should 
be  made  by  a  policy  committee  made  up  of  local  official  s_r  e  p  re  sen  tiTng  the  several 
local  and  county  government  jurisdictions  in  the  waterjijied.  We  believe  that  if 
these  princi  pTes~~serve~aV"tTie— found  at  i  orTofthe  Corps'  study  there  will  be  much 
greater  chance  that  the  final  recommendations  of  the  6tudy  will  receive  local 
acceptance. 

Throughout  the  study  process,  the  Corps  should  work  from  the  policy  premise 
that  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  tributaries  are  natural  stream  bodies  that  should 
remain  that  ’..’ay.  Some  development  has  been  allowed  to  occur  in  Hood-prone  areas 
in  isolated  sections  so  that  the  flooding  problems  arc  fairly  localized  and  most 
of  the  stream  corridor  remains  in  a  near  natural  state.  The  proposal  to  protect 
Irondequoit  Creek  as  a  linear  park  is  found  in  town,  county  and  regional  plans. 

Tn  this  regard,  the  linear  park  concept  is  generally  compatible  with  periodic 
flooding  since  little  or  no  property  damage  occurs  along  the  undeveloped  portions 
of  the  r-t  ream  and  its  tributaries.  The  Irondequoit  Creek  watershed  is  one  of  the 
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in. i  '.it  on  .  i  vci  y  |il. min'd  .in  is  in  Monroe  County  and  each  of  t  lie  Horn  >e  County  towns 
in  ilie  watershed  has  recently  completed  master  plans  with  policy  recominendat  ions 
nmi  i>rnlnf,  protection  of  irondequoit  Creek.  In  addition,  most  have  enacted  land 
use  controls  designed  to  inp’emc-nt  such  policies.  We  point  this  out  to  show  that 
there  h..«;  been  much  continuing  local  concern  and  action  to  protect  Irondequoit  Creek  •, 
and  to  control  land  use  in  the  watershed.  This  previous  activity  In  no  way  detracts  1 
from  the  need  for  a  watershed  approach  to  drainage  apd  flood  control  problems  such 
as  tin  turps  study  proposes .  However,  we  would  like  to  see  the  extensive  municipal 
P>  .inning  ulteudy  ;n  i  on, pi  i  shod  ir.  the  watershed  (1)  become  integrated  Into  the  Corps' 
proposed  plan  of  study,  and  (2)  serve  as  a  frame  of  reference  for  the  Corps'  flood 
m.iu.ige:  "lit  plan.  In  this  way,  the  Corps  study  and  plan  would  be  compatible  with 
local  poll,  ies  and  thereby  enhance  its  prospects  for  local  acceptance.  The  coinpre- 
h'Usive  flu,  dplain  management  approach  is  not  stressed  in  the  plan  of  study.  Yet, 
in  uur  "i,w,  lr  offers  the  best  promise  for  a  positive  long-range,  as  well  as  least 

solution  to  the  flooding  Issue;  it  is  also  most  compatible  with  the  above  staLed 
mi  ui.il  st  i  , am  protoition  policy  position.  The  floodplain  management  technique,  in 
part,  ,  ills  fur  municipalities  to  restrict  intensive  development  in  areas  subject  to 
flooding  and  to  encourage  non  intensive  low  investment  use  of  the  floodplain. 

We  t ooogn i/ o ,  of  rourse,  that  flood  waters  respect  no  political  boundaries,  and 
so,  i;  floodplain  management  is  to  be  successful,  it  must  be  adhered  to  on  a 
iigionit  or  vitershod  basis.  Nevertheless,  we  view  the  floodplain  management 

i,  -,s  primarily  a  local  management  problem  vitv'  primary  responsibility  for 
l-pl,  c,"  at  ioa  residing  at  the  local  level.  The  Corps  can  provide  the  necessary 
ex | ert  i  se  to  develop  the  guidelines  and  -..inugement  objectives  to  be  carried  out  by 
the  vai  i, a;  municipal  it ies  and  two  counties  in  this  watershed.  Therefore,  not  only  ; 
.v.cia  i  sc  i, o;,s  ncvi'iot  a  ueiuiiej  ,',ai.i  Lane,  but  it  should  identify  th" 
pi  oM  areas  mil  di  ign  t  tie  I  looripiain  m.inagericiii  appiuui-o  ,*,uot  apptepr  it.  Z  ter 
resolving  -ui  h  of  r  la  j  r>*wl«ia  ur-as.  In  this  <  out  ext  ,  the  Corps  would  serve  as 
the  le,  finical  staff  and  (•  :,  so  1 1  itit  to  l  lie  local  policy  committee.  This  technique 
we.  ii-a-'i  and  wot  *  cd  vet  y  well  m  the  development  cf  the  Irondequoit  Bay  Plan  whereby 
tin  f  "eiit  y  Planning  staff  s.rved  as  the  technical  staff  for  the  Irondequoit  Bay 
Policy  Cuir.initlee  comprised  from  the  four  towns  adjacent  to  the  Bay  as  well  as  the 
City  of  line  he  •;  f  e  r . 

To  deal  with  these  major  concerns,  we  therefore  recommend  that  the  Corps: 

f  (1)  revise  the  proposed  plan  of  study  to  emphasize  the  long-range  floodplain 

management  approach,  with  the  underlying,  philosophy  that  natural  solutions, 
Including  prevention,  are  preferable  and  less  costly  than  structural 
ones ; 

v  (2)  have  the  planning  process  focus  on  specific  problem  areas  but  always 
wll  hill  the  context  of  the  total  watershed  and  the  system-wide  effects 
of  particular  floodplain  management  techniques;  and 

(3)  retain  the  proposed  public  hearings  and  'workshops  as  deemed  necessary' 

approach,  but  replace  it  as  t  lie  primary  instrument  for  local  coordination 
by  establishing  a  locally  based  policy  committee  consisting  of  t  own 
supervisors  as  well  as  appropriate  city  and  county  representatives  and 
with  Corps  personnel  serving  as  a  technical  resource  staff  to  the  Policy 
Committee.  This  Policy  Committee  should  be  set  up  at  the  earliest 
possible  date  in  this  planning,  process,  to  ensure  that  the  process  is 
indeed  a  local  effort  which  will  reflect  the  views  and  concerns  of  the 
local  population. 


We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  connent  on  this  draft  and  wish  to  assure 
you  that  we  will  cooperate  to  the  fullest  extent  in  making  this  study  serve  local 
needs  and  interests. 

Sincerely, 

'Don  B.  Martin 
Director  of  Planning 

DBM/TAP/mm 

xc:  Congressman  Frank  Horton 

Lucien  Morin,  County  Manager i 
Tom  Mooney,  Deputy  County  Manager1 

Martin  Foos,  Chairman  Monroe  County  Planning  Board  ^ 

George  Gardner,  Chairman  Monroe  Countyl Planning  Council*"'' 

Donald  Deming,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Irondequoit  v 
Irene  Gossin,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Penfield  u-'' 

Richard  Wiles,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Brighton  ^ 

Paul  Spiegel,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Pittsford 
Lake  Edwards,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Perinton 
Squire  Kingston,  Supervisor,  Town  of~Mendon 
John  Kelly,  Supervisor,  Town  of  Henrietta 
Peter  McDonough,  Mayor,  Village  of  Fairport 
David  Shepherd,  Mayor,  Vi!Tage_of  Pittsford 

Ant’rnnv  Holla  Pi  pf  ra  ,  Mayor  ^  VI  1  1  aop  C*f 

TV.V.CJC  WO  nn  Sl'nuor*  ^  l“n  r  t»  nt  ^  C*" 

Robert  Collins,  Director,  M.C.  Environmental  Management  Councils 
Reviewer 


June  111,  1976 


Buffalo  District 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 


Attention:  Lt .  Col.  Walker 

Re:  Irondequoit  Creek  Draft  Plan  of  Study 


Name:  Dr.  Kirby  M.  Milton 
309  Fishers  Road 
Fishers,  New  York  14453 


I  also  own  a  residence  at  374  Fishers  Road,  which 
property  extends  to  the  center  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  I  am  a 
past  chairman  of  and  present  member  of  the  Town  of  Victor 
Planning  Board  having  served  for  eight  years.  I  am  'representing 
only  myself  tonight,  however,  because  the  Draft  Plan  of  Study 
arrived  less  than  two  weeks  ago  and  there  was  no  time  for  our 
Planning  Board  to  disc;;.-.-  ’!. 

Irondequoit  Creek  has  had  a  history  of  flooding  since 
this  land  was  first  settled.  The  serious  damage  which  has 
occurred  In  recent  times,  however,  has  involved  recent  develop¬ 
ments  built  In  areas  of  the  creek  historically  subject  to 
flooding. 


I  would  object  to  the  building  of  flood  control  dams 
in  the  upper  Irondequoit  basin  -  particularly  anywhere  along 
the  creek  In  Ontario  County  -  as  was  once  proposed  In  an  earlier 
study  of  about  1966-1967-  The  area  in  Ontario  County  is  almost 
the  only  natural  area  of  the  stream  left.  It  serves  as  an 
important  recreational  and  wildlife  area  and  a  fishery  and 
spawning  area  for  brook,  brown  and  rainbow  trout. 

I  also  object  to  the  expenditure  of  public  funds  to 
protect  development  which  has  recently  and  knowingly  taken  place 
in  the  flood  basin. 

If  there  is  a  desire  to  expend  public  funds  to  alleviate 
future  flood  problems,  the  money  might  be  better  spent  in  an  area 
not  covered  in  the  current  Plan  of  Study.  Broad  as  this  study 
is,  it  does  not  look  beyond  the  flood  hazard  areas  or  floodways 
for  solutions  to  the  problem.  Yet  the  real  long  term  answer  to 
prevent  future  floods,  far  worse  than  any  yet  experienced,  is  to 
prevent  the  development  of  and  draining  of  areas  now  serving  as 
natural  holding  areas  for  run-off,  (for  example,  the  cedar  swamps 


Lt .  Col.  Walker — 2 
June  1*4,  1976 


near  Victor),  and  to  prevent  any  upstream  development  In  the 
entire  watershed  from  Increasing  either  the  amount  of  or  rate 
of  run-off  over  that  currently  occurring.  I  feel  this  Is  a 
serious  omission  and  should  be  considered  in  the  Plan  of  Study. 


As  a  member  of  a  planning  board,  we  are  continually 
frustrated  in  our  attempts  to  control  development  in  such  areas. 
We  have  already  had  proposals  in  Victor  which,  if  permitted, 
would  overnight  outdate  the  maps  in  the  present  Plan  of  Study. 

We  need  help  to  control  the  development  in  these  areas  draining 
into  the  designated  flood  areas  just  as  much  as  the  recently 
received  help  to  control  development  in  the  flood  hazard  areas 
themselves.  I  feel  it  more  important  to  acquire  land,  easements, 
development  rights  or  whatever  in  these  former  areas  than  to 
acquire  them  along  the  stream  itself.  The  monies  would  be  better 
'•pent  for  these  purposes  than  in  building  dams. 


I  would  also  like  to  add,  however,  that  public  owner¬ 
ship  per  se  is  no  assurance  that  flooding  problems  will  be 
controlled  and  not  made  worse  by  use.  I  would  ask  you  to  study 
the  character  of  Irondequois  Creek  in  Ellison  and  Powder  Mills 
Parks,  for  example,  and  compare  to  that  of  the  stream  in  the 
Fishers  area  which  is  still  in  private  ownership  to  see  which 


jr  wu  a  C  .i. 


lore  to  flooding  pr*otl6mS. 


Thank  you. 

'Tfr. 

Kirby  M.  Milton 

ct  :  Victor  Planning  Board 


■* 
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FINAL 

SECTION  404  EVALUATION 
FLOOD  PROTECTION 
IRONDEQUOIT  CREEK,  MONROE  COUNTY 
NEW  YORK 

1 •  Project  Description. 

1.1  Introduction.  Section  404  Discharges  -  Section  404  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  (33  USC  1344),  requires  the  evaluation  of  the  water  quality  effects 
of  the  disposal  of  dredged  or  fill  materials  into  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States.  This  preliminary  evaluation  for  the  proposed  Irofldequoit 
Creek,  Flood  Control  Project,  has  been  prepared  using  the  general  guidance 
contained  in  EC  1105-2-97  dated  8  May  1979  "Implementation  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act,"  and  is  being  coordinated  with  the  public  in  conformance  with  guidance 
contained  in  NCDPD-ER  letter  dated  4  September  1979,  "Public  Coordination  of 
Section  404(b)(1)  Evaluations  on  Civil  Works  Projects." 

1.2  Selected  Plan.  The  proposed  flood  protection  alternative, 
Alternative  B,  for  Panorama  Plaza  and  adjacent  areas,  in  the  town  of 
Penfield,  Monroe  County,  NY,  involves  dredging  and  bank  sloping  as  well  as 
the  placing  of  stone  fill  (riprap  and  bedding  material)  and  sheet  piling. 

This  evaluation  will  address  the  probable  physical  and  biological  impacts  of 
this  action  upon  the  project  area.  Alternative  B  requires  work  to  be  per¬ 
formed  both  in  Irondequoit  Creek  and  Allen  Creek  which  is  a  tributary  of 
Irondequoit  Creek.  (Reference  Plate  5  Final  Feasibility  Report) 

1.3  Characteristics,  Quantities  and  Source  of  Materials.  Irondequoit 
Creek  flows  through  an  alluvial  flood  plain.  The  alluvium  is  composed  pri¬ 
marily  of  fine  sands  which  make  up  the  majority  of  the  banks  and  bottom 
materials.  Allen  Creek  is  currently  downcutting  through  a  glacial  terrace. 
The  terrace  generally  is  composed  of  gravelly  sand  with  cobbles  reaching  a 
maximum  size  of  6  inches  in  diameter. 

Irondequoit  Creek  will  require  excavation  of  approximately  3,200  cubic  yards 
of  sandy  bank  and  bottom  material  and,  placement  of  approximately  393  cubic 
yards  of  stone  riprap  and  bedding  material.  Allen  Creek  will  require 
approximately  15,200  cubic  yards  of  gravelly,  cobbly  bank,  and  bottom 
material  to  be  excavated  and,  installation  of  1,564  cubic  yards  of  stone 
riprap  and  bedding  material,  as  well  as  1,136  square  feet  of  steel  sheet 
piling  for  a  channel  drop  structure. 

The  riprap  and  bedding  material  probably  will  be  provided  from  nearby 
quarries.  These  quarries  currently  produce  from  the  Lockport  Formation  which 
is  a  dolostone  (rock  type) . 

1.4  Site  Description  and  Location.  The  areas  of  bank  modification  and 
riprap  filling  along  Irondequoit  Creek  will  occur  on  the  left  and  right 
banks,  both  up  and  downstream,  at  both  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge  and  Old 
Penfield  Road  Bridge.  The  proposed  modification  will  result  in  approximately 
eight  25-foot  long  sections  of  bank  being  graded  to  a  1  on  2.5  slope  and  then 
lined  with  stone  riprap.  Additionally,  two  areas  just  downstream  of  the  Old 


Penfield  Road  Bridge  will  also  be  graded  to  a  1  on  2.5  slope  and  riprapped. 
These  areas  to  be  graded  and  riprapped  will  be  approximately  520  feet  of 
right  bank,  as  viewed  looking  downstream,  from  survey  station  54+00  to  59+20, 
and  approximately  150  feet  of  left  bank,  as  viewed  looking  downstream  from 
survey  station  53+00  to  54+50. 

1.5  Allen  Creek.  Allen  Creek,  a  tributary  of  Irondequoit  Creek,  will  be 
modified  to  include  a  3-foot  high  drop  structure  constructed  of  sheet  piling, 
located  850  feet  upstream  of  the  confluence  of  Allen  and  Irondequoit  Creeks. 
This  would  be  installed  across  the  creek  to  dissipate  energy  and  reduce  creek 
velocities.  Since  velocities  will  still  be  erosive  during  high  flows,  the 
entire  channel  from  the  confluence  of  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Cre.ejts  upstream 
to  the  drop  structure  must  be  dredged  and  riprapped  to  further  reduce  water 
velocity.  The  intent  of  dredging  is  to  cut  the  existing  channel  bottom  grade 
down  to  an  elevation  that  matches  the  bottom  elevation  of  the  proposed  drop 
structure. 

In  addition,  from  the  confluence,  to  a  point  400  feet  upstream,  the  new  chan¬ 
nel  would  be  aligned  along  the  existing  channel.  The  channel  in  this  reach 
would  meander  and  pools  would  be  established  in  the  location  of  the  present 
pools.  The  riprap  would  be  placed  in  such  a  manner  to  create  a  rough  channel 
to  create  riffle  zones.  Continuing  another  500  feet  upstream,  the  channel 
would  be  realigned  in  a  westerly  direction  to  allow  for  sufficient  room  to 
construct  a  levee  along  the  east  bank.  The  channel  would  be  constructed 
along  a  meandering  alignment  and  have  pools  with  riffle  zones.  Also,  a  low 
flow  channel  would  be  installed  along  the  entire  length  of  Allen  Creek. 
(Reference  Plate  5  Final  Feasibility  Report) 

1.6  Method  of  Discharge.  The  actual  methods  of  discharge  will  be  deter¬ 
mined  at  the  time  of  construction.  The  proposed  work  is  usually  performed  by 
utilizing  a  backhoe  and  bulldozer.  The  bulldozer  would  be  used  to  shape  and 
slope  the  banks  as  well  as  grade  the  stone  riprap.  Stone  would  be  trucked  in 
to  the  project  site.  The  backhoe  would  be  used  to  do  the  major  channel  modi¬ 
fications  and  shape  the  low  flow  channel.  Any  material  dredged  from  either 
Irondequoit  or  Allen  Creeks  will  be  trucked  to  a  New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  approved  upland  disposal  site  (not  a 
wetland).  This  dredged  material  will  not  re-enter  any  navigable  waters  of 
the  United  States,  and  therefore,  is  not  applicable  for  evaluation  under  404 
and  will  not  be  considered  further. 

1*7  Timing  of  Discharge.  The  actual  year  of  project  construction  cannot 
be  determined  due  to  uncertainty  of  Congressional  authorization  and  funding. 
However,  to  minimize  the  impacts  of  discharges  on  the  known  fishery  of 
Irondequoit  Creek,  no  discharges  will  be  made  during  the  spring  or  fall 
seasons  of  the  year.  There  are  no  documented  significant  fish  spawning  or 
migrations  activities  for  Allen  Creek  in  the  project  area.  However,  to  pre¬ 
vent  increased  slltation  and  turbidity  downstream  in  Irondequoit  Creek,  which 
could  interfere  with  documented  salmonid  migrations,  no  work  will  be  per¬ 
formed  during  the  spring  and  fall  seasons.  Coordination  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  and  (NYSDEC)  will  be  maintained  to  identify  expected 
migration  period  ranges  prior  to  construction. 


1.8  Projected  Life  of  the  Discharge  Site.  The  construction  of  the  new 
channel  and  placement  of  riprap  will  be  a  one-time  occurrence,  except  for 
occasional  maintenance.  These  discharges  and  the  use  of  the  sites  will  occur 
only  at  the  time  of  construction  and  is  designed  for  a  50-year  life.  Any 
material  removed  during  the  operation  and  maintenance  portion  of  the  project 
will  be  disposed  of  in  an  approved  NYSDEC  upland  disposal  site. 

2 .  Physical  Effects. 

2.1  Effects  on  Wetlands.  The  proposed  discharges  will  have  no  effect 
on  wetlands  currently  existing  in  the  project  area.  (Reference  Section  4 
in  EIS) . 

2.2  Effects  on  the  Water  Column. 

■  2.2.1  Light  Transmission  -  The  placement  of  stone  riprap  will  tem¬ 
porarily  cause  increased  turbidity  silt  and  sediment  suspension,  which  will 
reduce  light  transmission  in  the  water  column.  Although  temporary  reduction 
in  light  penetration  may  have  some  short-term  impact  on  aquatic  life  forms 
(i.e.  phytoplankton)  in  the  water  column,  the  effect  is  not  expected  to  be 
significant.  This  impact  should  only  last  during  construction  and  for  a 
short  period  of  time  after  construction  is  completed,  (until  turbidity  dissi¬ 
pates  and  settles  out) .  Placement  of  the  sheet  piling  drop  structure  should 
have  similar  effects. 

2.2.2  Aesthetics  -  Existing  creek  water  color  during  and  immediately 
after  construction  would  be  altered  toward  a  murkier  shade  until  turbidity 
subsided.  After  construction  is  completed  creek  banks  and  some  channel  bot¬ 
tom  zones  in  the  project  area  would  have  a  man-made  appearance  due  to  bank 
and  channel  shaping  and  placement  of  stone.  Eventually,  disturbed  soils  on 
creek  banks  above  water  will  become  established  with  vegetation  (both  natural 
and  planted)  and  aquatic  plants  may  colonize  some  water  areas  in  the  channel 
which  would  help  mitigate  construction  appearance  to  some  degree.  Also,  some 
weed  plants  will  probably  invade  some  riprap  crevices  where  wind-blown  or 
water  deposited  soils  collect.  The  sheet  pile  structure  across  Allen  Creek 
would  create  a  low  waterfall  zone,  but  some  of  the  piling  would  still  be 
visible. 

2.3  Effects  on  Benthos.  This  project  will  result  in  the  covering  of 
approximately  35,240  square  feet  of  creek  bottom  and  bank  resulting  in  loss 
of  existing  benthos.  The  introduced  riprap  would  provide  more  stable  habitat 
for  benthos  in  lieu  of  exposed  more  erodible  sandy  banks.  The  total  quantity 
of  riprap  and  bedding  stone  added  will  be  approximately  1,958  cubic  yards 
which  would  cover  the  existing  benthos.  Increased  submerged  surface  area 
created  by  placement  of  stone  along  the  channel  bottom  and  below  water  on 
bank  slopes,  would  provide  benthic  habitat  for  eventual  reinvasion  and 
establishment  of  benthic  organisms. 

Although  900  feet  of  Allen  Creek  bottom  will  be  dredged  and  riprapped, 
resulting  in  loss  of  benthos,  this  impact  should  not  be  significant  since 
there  are  still  large  quantities  of  the  original  similar  habitat  both 
upstream  and  downstream  of  the  project  area. 


2.4  Physical  Changes. 

2.4.1  Irondequoit  Creek  will  experience  only  minor  physical  changes. 

Sandy  bank  areas  25  feet  above  and  below  the  Penfield  and  Old  Penfield  Road 
Bridges  will  be  replaced  with  stone  riprap  placed  on  a  1  on  2.5  foot  slope. 
These  areas  are  from  survey  station  59+38  to  59+63  (right  and  left  bank)  and 
from  survey  station  58+59  to  59+20  (right  and  left  banks).  In  addition,  two 
bank  areas  downstream  from  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  will  be  riprapped  - 

1  on  2.5  slope.  These  areas  are  from  survey  station  54+00  to  59+20  (right 
bank)  and  from  survey  station  53+00  to  54+50  (left  bank). 

2.4.2  Allen  Creek  -  A  3-foot  drop  structure  (constructed  of* sheet  piing) 
will  be  located  850  feet  upstream  of  the  confluence  and  would  dissipate 
energy  and  reduce  velocities  slightly.  The  velocities  would  vary  from  8.8 
fps  at  the  drop  structure  to  3.5  fps  near  the  confluence.  The  velocities 
would  still  be  highly  erosive,  and  the  entire  length  of  the  channel  (900 
feet)  would  require  riprap  along  the  bottom  and  sides.  The  channel  would 
have  a  30-foot  bottom  width  with  1  to  2.5  sideslopes  and  would  cut  a  gradient 
to  match  the  bottom  elevation  at  the  3-foot  drop  structure.  From  the 
confluence,  to  a  point  400  feet  upstream,  the  new  channel  would  be  aligned 
along  the  existing  channel.  The  channel  in  this  reach  would  meander  and 
pools  would  be  established  in  the  location  of  the  present  pools.  The  riprap 
would  be  placed  in  such  a  manner  to  create  a  rough  channel  with  riffle  areas. 
Continuing  another  500  feet  upstream,  the  channel  would  be  realigned  westerly 
to  allow  sufficient  room  to  construct  a  levee  along  the  east  bank.  The  chan¬ 
nel  would  be  constructed  along  a  meandering  alignment  and  have  pools  with 
riffle  areas.  A  low-flow  channel  would  be  installed  along  the  entire  length 
of  the  Allen  Creek  rechannelization.  The  riprap  would  aid  in  making  the  low- 
flow  channel  more  permanent. 

3 .  Chemical-Biological  Interactive  Effects. 

3.1  Exclusion  Criteria  Determination.  The  various  approaches  for 
testing  the  chemical-biological  interactive  effects  of  the  discharge  of 
dredged  and  fill  materials  are  outlined  in  40  CFR  230.4-l(b) (2)  and  (3). 
Dredged  or  fill  materials  may  be  excluded  from  further  biological  and  chemi¬ 
cal  testing  if  any  of  "exclusion  criteria"  as  defined  in  40  CFR 
230.4-l(b) (1 ) (i) ,  (ii),  or  (iii)  are  met.  Briefly  summarized,  these  exclu¬ 
sion  criteria  are  (i)  that  the  dredged  material  is  composed  predominately  of 
sand,  gravel,  or  any  other  naturally  occurring  sedimentary  material  with  par¬ 
ticle  sizes  larger  than  silt,  usually  found  in  high  energy  environments; 

(ii)  that  the  material  is  suitable  and  being  used  for  beach  nourishment;  and 

(iii)  that  the  material  proposed  for  discharge  is  primarily  the  same  as  at 
the  proposed  discharge  site.  This  final  criteria  requires  that  the  dredged 
material  is  sufficiently  removed  from  sources  of  pollution  to  provide  reason¬ 
able  assurances  that  the  material  is  not  polluted  from  such  sources,  and  that 
adequate  conditions  are  provided  in  the  disposal  method  to  provide  reasonable 
assurance  that  the  discharged  material  will  not  be  moved  by  currents  or 
otherwise  in  a  manner  that  is  damaging  to  the  environment  outside  the  dis¬ 
posal  area. 


3.2  The  proposed  flood  c«ntr«l  project  at  Irondequoit  Creek  will  place 
stone  riprap,  bedding  stone,  and  sheet  piling  into  the  creeks.  Such  stone 
and  sheet  piling  are  basically  inert  materials  and  seem  to  meet  the  exclusion 
criteria  defined  in  40  CFR  230.4-l(b)(l)(i) . 

4 .  Site  Comparison  (40  CFR  230.4-l(c)). 

4.1  Sediment  and  Biological  Analysis.  The  dredged  material  as  pre¬ 
viously  mentioned  will  be  disposed  of  upland  and  is  excluded  from  404  eval¬ 
uation  but,  since  this  stream  is  experiencing  improved  water  quality 
conditions  and  has  the  potential  for  salmonid  spawning,  an  elutriate  test 
was  performed  (see  Appendix  H  -  Biological  Studies) .  This  test  Has  run  as  a 
precaution  to  determine  whether  or  not  harmful  toxins  may  be  resuspended  into 
the  water  column  of  the  project  area.  The  test  results  showed  heavy  metal 
and  pesticide  levels  were  lower  than  the  Federal  National  Interim  Primary 
Drinking  Water  Standards,  therefore,  no  special  measures  would  have  to  be 
considered  by  the  Corps. 

5 .  Water  Quality  Considerations. 

5.1  Fill  and  Disposal  Operations.  Since  the  material  to  be  used  as  fill 
meets  exclusion  criteria  (40  CFR  230.4-l(b)),  no  further  testing  will  be 
conducted.  Dredged  material  will  be  disposed  of  on  an  upland  area  and  there¬ 
fore  is  excluded  from  404  evaluation. 

5.2  The  project  will  unavoidably  cause  increased  turbidity  and  resuspen¬ 
sion  of  some  bottom  material,  due  to  spill  over  when  dredging  occurs.  These 
impacts  are  anticipated  to  be  minor  and  should  dissipate  after  construction 
is  completed. 

5.3  Water  Quality  Certificates.  As  stated  in  NYSDEC  letter  dated 

6  August  1979  (on  file  at  the  Buffalo  District  Office),  whenever  NYSDEC  is  a 
local  cooperator  on  flood  control  projects,  they  waive  the  necessity  for 
requiring  a  401  Water  Quality  Permit. 

6 .  Selection  of  Discharge  Sites. 

6.1  Introduction.  The  criteria  to  be  used  in  determining  the  selection 
of  disposal  sites  for  dredged  and  fill  materials  to  be  ri.aced  in  waters  of 
the  United  States  are  defined  in  40  CFR  230.5.  The  various  criteria  and 
their  relationship  to  the  proposed  project  for  Irondequoit  Creek  are 
discussed  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

6.2  Need  for  the  Proposed  Activity.  Irondequoit  Creek  has  had  a 
recorded  history  of  flooding.  Due  to  continued  urbanization  and  encroachment 
into  the  flood  plain  this  flooding  has  resulted  in  increased  economic 
damages.  Corps  of  Engineer  planning  investigations  into  this  flooding 
problem  have  determined  that  it  is  economically  and  environmentally  feasible 
and  in  the  best  interest  of  the  local  public,  to  construct  a  flood  control 
project  along  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area. 


6.3  Alternative  Sites  and  Methods  of  Discharge.  The  Irondequoit  Creek 
Study,  during  the  Final  Feasibility  Stage,  investigated  a  number  of  possible 
plans  and  sites  which  called  for  creek  modifications  along  Irondequoit  and 
Allen  Creeks.  The  results  of  the  planning  effort  concluded  that  the  sites  in 
Alternative  B  are  the  best  sites  to  be  modified  (Plate  5)  to  meet  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  study,  namely,  flood  damage  reduction. 

6.4  Disposal  Methods.  Actual  disposal  or  filling  methods  will  not  be 
known  until  the  time  of  construction,  but  it  will  be  required  that  the 
dredged  material  be  disposed  of  on  an  upland  area. 

6.5  Objectives  in  Discharge  Determinations.  The  general  objectives  to 
be  considered  in  designating  a  discharge  site  for  dredged  or  fill  materials 
are  defined  in  40  CFR  230.5(a)(1)  to  (8).  These  objectives  summarized,  state 
that  discharge  activities  should  avoid:  (1)  significant  disruptions  to  the 
chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity  of  the  aquatic  ecosystem;  (2) 
significant  disruptions  to  the  food  chain;  (3)  significant  disruptions  to  the 
movement  of  fauna  into  and  out  of  breeding,  feeding,  and  nursery  areas;  (4) 
destruction  of  wetlands;  (5)  disruption  of  areas  that  serve  to  contain  flood 
waters;  (6)  significant  increases  in  turbidity;  (7)  severely  affecting 
aesthetic,  recreational,  and  economic  values;  and  (8)  avoid  degradation  of 
water  quality  as  specified  in  40  CFR  230.4,  and  230.5(c)  and  (d).  In  addi¬ 
tion  this  action  will  have  no  significant  adverse  effects  on  diversity  of 
plant  and  animal  species,  or  Rare  and  Endangered  species. 

6.6  The  proposed  flood  protection  project  at  Irondequoit  Creek  as 
described  in  the  Final  Feasibiltiy  Report,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  this  Preliminary  Section  404  Evaluation,  all  indicate  that  this 
project  meets  the  aforementioned  objectives  in  Section  6-5. 

6.7  Impact  on  Water  Uses  at  Proposed  Discharge  Site.  Impacts  along 
Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  caused  by  the  introduction  of  riprap  and  sheet 
piling  are  addressed  in  the  following  paragraphs: 

6.7.1  Municipal  Water  Supply  -  There  are  no  water  intakes  within  the 
project  area,  therefore  no  significant  impacts  are  anticipated. 

6.7.2  Shellfish  -  There  are  no  significant  fresh  water  shellfish 
reported  within  the  project  area.  Therefore,  no  significant  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

6.7.3  Fisheries 

a.  The  Biological  Survey  Report  for  Irondequoit  Creek  project  indicated 
that  there  is  only  a  limited  permanent  resident  fish  population  present  in 
the  study  area  and  the  fishery  of  the  project  locale  is  a  succession  of  spe¬ 
cies  migrating  through  the  area.  Therefore,  to  reduce  impacts,  construction 
will  be  timed  not  to  interfere  with  spring  or  fall  migrations.  With  this 
consideration,  adverse  impacts  to  the  fishery  are  anticipated  to  be  temporary 
and  minor  in  magnitude. 


b.  The  area  of  Allen  Creek  will  have  man-made  pools  incorporated  into 
the  new  channel.  This  modification  should  be  beneficial  to  fish  in  the  creek 
by  creating  zones  of  deeper  water. 

6.7.4  Wildlife  -  No  significant  impacts  on  wildlife  are  expected  to 
occur.  Some  wildlife  may  be  displaced  fr*a  the  area  during  actual 
construction,  but  should  return  after  construction  is  completed  and  vegeta¬ 
tion  plantings  become  established. 

6.7.5  Recreation  -  The  project  area  is  not  significantly  used  by 

recreationalists  and  therefore,  the  proposed  discharge  activities  will  have 
no  significant  impacts.  .  ^ 

6.7.6  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  -  Although  the  project  area  is 
within  the  general  range  of  certain  protected  species,  the  likelihood  of 
finding  such  species  within  the  project  area,  other  than  as  transients,  is 
very  low.  Therefore  the  proposed  discharges  should  have  no  significant 
effect  on  threatened  or  endangered  species  or  their  critical  habitats  as 
defined  in  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

6.7.7  Wetlands  -  The  proposed  discharges  will  have  no  effect  on  existing 
wetlands  within  the  project  area.  (Reference  Section  4  EIS). 

6.7.8  Benthic  Life  -  The  discharges  will  inevitably  cover  some  existing 
benthic  life.  Biological  studies  of  the  area  show  that  benthic  invertebrate 
species  composition  is  common  of  creeks  located  within  the  watershed.  The 
addition  of  more  stable  stone  provided  by  riprap  will  increase  the  submerged 
surface  area  of  the  creek  which  should  eventually  provide  habitat  on  the 
stone  and  among  rock  crevices  for  possible  recolonization  of  benthic 
organisms. 

6.7.9  Submerged  Vegetation  -  Aquatic  plants  are  nearly  nonexistent  in 
the  potential  project  site  in  Irondequoit  Creek  and  were  not  found  to  exist 
in  the  study  area  in  Allen  Creek.  Impacts  are  anticipated  to  be  negligible 
to  aquatic  vegetation. 

6.7.10  Size  of  Disposal  Area  -  The  size  and  quantity  of  material  (stone 
and  sheet  piling)  to  be  placed  in  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  is  the  minimum 
necessary  to  provide  flood  protection  (a  500-year  flooding  event)  and  erosion 
protection  to  existing  bridges,  properties  and  proposed  flood  pr»*fing 
structures. 

6.8  Considerations  to  Minimize  Harmful  Effects.  All  appropriate  con¬ 
siderations  to  minimize  the  harmful  effects  of  the  disposal  of  dredged  or 
fill  materials  as  defined  in  40  CFR  230.5(c)(l-7)  associated  with  the 
Irondequoit  Creek  flood  control  project  have  been  considered  in  specifying 
the  proposed  disposal  sites.  These  considerations,  as  summarized,  include. 

40  CFR  230.5(c)(1)  water  quality  criteria;  (2)  alternatives  to  open-water 
disposal;  (3)  physical  characteristics  of  alternative  disposal  sites; 

(4)  ocean  dumping;  (5)  covering  contaminated  material  with  clean  material; 

(6)  minimize  runoff  from  confined  areas  on  the  aquatic  environment;  and, 

(7)  coordination  of  potential  monitoring  activities  with  EPA. 


7 •  Use  of  Materials  From  a  Land  Source  and  Mixing  Zone  Determination. 

7.1  40  CFR  230.5(d)  prohibits  the  discharge  of  fill  materials  from  a 
land  source  when  these  materials  are  contaminated.  The  only  land  source 
materials  to  be  discharged  in  Irondequoit  Creek  are  relatively  inert,  stone 
and  sheet  piling.  These  materials  wil  be  used  in  the  construction  of  a  drop 
structure,  channel  bottom  and  new  banks. 

7.2  The  mixing  zone  has  been  determined  to  be  the  smallest  practicable 
area  within  each  specified  disposal  zone,  consistent  with  the  objectives  of 
the  project  and  guidelines  set  down  in  40  CFR  230. 

-  % 

8 .  Conclusion  and  Determinations. 

8.1  I  have  reviewed  the  documents  pertinent  to  the  construction  of  a 
flood  control  project  at  Irondequoit  Creek,  Monroe  County,  NY,  and  have 
concluded  that: 

8.1.1  An  ecological  evaluation  has  been  performed  following  the  eval¬ 
uation  guidance  contained  in  40  CFR  230.4,  in  conjunction  with  the  evaluation 
considerations  in  40  CFR  230.5  (40  CFR  230.3(d)). 

8.1.2  Appropriate  measures  have  been  identified  and  incorproated  into 
the  proposed  plan  to  minimize  adverse  effects  on  the  aquatic  environment  as  a 
result  of  the  discharge  (40  CFR  230.3(d)(1)). 

8.1.3  Consideration  has  been  given  to  the  need  for  the  proposed 
activity,  the  availability  of  alternative  sites  and  methods  of  disposal  that 
are  less  damaging  to  the  environment,  and  such  water  quality  standards  as  are 
appropriate  and  applicable  by  law  (40  CFR  230.5). 

8.1.4  No  wetlands  will  be  adversely  affected  by  construction  of  this 
project . 

9.  Findings .  I  find  that  the  placement  of  approximately  1,958  cubic  yards 
of  stone  and  1,136  square  feet  of  sheet  piling,  in  the  form  of  riprap  and  a 
steel  drop  structure  respectively,  have  been  specified  through  applications 
of  Section  404(b)(1)  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  guidelines  and  applicable  Corps 
of  Engineers  Regulations.  Therefore,  my  determination  is  that  this  project 
is  in  the  best  public  interest  and  should  be  constructed. 


Date  ^ y 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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Biological  Studies  on  Irondequoit  Creek 
Penfield,  New  York 


Investigations  of  the  biological  .renditions  existing 
at  the  Irondequoit  Creek  study  area  were  conducted  during 
three  periods,  9-11  November,  1979  and  22-24  May  /  20-23 
June,  1980.  All  samples  and  observations  were  made  in 
accordance  with  the  scope  of  work  as  defined  in  Contract 
DACW49-79-C-0085.  Sample  sites  were  located  as  defined 
in  the  scope  of  work  and  by  discussion  with  US  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  personnel.  Figure  1  illustrates  the 
location  of  each  of  the  five  study  sites.  A  description 
of  each  of  these  locations  is  as  follows: 

Site  1: 


Irondequoit  Creek  at  Route  441.  This  site  consisted 
of  the  stream  reach  from  a  large  pool  upstream  of  the 
Route  441  bridge  to  an  area  approximately  100  yards 
downstream.  The  site  included  a  pool  with  a  maximum  depth 
of  five  feet  and  a  diameter  of  fifty-five  feet;  a  riffle 
system  containing  both  bedrock  and  cobble  substrates,  an 
area  of  moving  waters  2-3  feet  deep  with  substrates  of 
shifting  silty  sands;  and  a  tributary  (2-3  feet  wide)  which 
entered  just  downstream  of  the  riffle  system. 

Water  chemistry  samples  were  collected  from  the  center 
of  the  study  area,  75  feet  downstream  of  the  riffle  system. 
Benthos  samples  were  collected  from  an  area  within  the 
riffle  system  and  from  the  silted  sands  of  the  area 
downstream.  Fisheries  samples  were  taken  from  the  entire 


1 


5 


area,  including  pools,  riffles  and  shallows  downstream 
to  the  upper  limit  of  Station  2. 

Site  2: 

Irondequoit  Creek  at  Panorama  Drive.  This  site 
included  a  uniform  habitat  of  slowly  to  moderately 
moving  waters  over  substrates  of  very  silty  sands  and 
coarse  gravels.  In  general  the  area  contains  little 
habitat  diversity,  little  substrate  variability  and 
no  bank  cover  or  vegetation  which  will  afford  fishery 
cover.  Water  chemistry  samples  and  benthos  samples  were 
collected  from  an  area  slightly  upstream  of  the  Panorama 
Drive  bridge.  Fishery  samples  were  collected  from  the 
entire  area,  from  the  lower  limit  of  Station  1  to  the 
upper  limit  of  Station  three. 

In  general  this  area  is  almost  completely  canopied, 
and  exhibits  depths  of  2-3  feet.  Riparian  woodland 
reaches  the  stream  edge  in  most  areas.  Limited  amounts 
of  rooted  aquatics,  Potomogeton  pectinatus ,  were  present 
near  the  bridge. 

Site  3 : 

Irondequoit  Creek  at  the  Plaza  Exit  Bridge.  This  area 
is  primarily  an  extension  of  the  habitat  present  at  site 
two.  Substrates,  depths  and  canopy  were  identical  with 
the  exception  of  a  riffle  system  and  deep  (4-6  ft.)  area 
at  the  downstream  limit  of  the  site.  Minimal  amounts  of 
bank  cover  were  available  and  even  less  aquatic  vegetation 
was  present.  Water  chemistry  samples  were  collected  at 
an  area  a  few  feet  downstream  of  the  Plaza  Exit  bridge, 
and  fishery  samples  were  taken  from  the  entire  area. 


Site  4: 


Irondequoit  Creek  at  Penfield  Road.  Again,  this 
area  was  uniform  and  exhibited  little  habitat  diversity. 

No  undercut  banks  or  extensive  areas  of  deadfall  were  -  -  — 

present  and  the  substrates  were  uniformly  a  silted  coarse 
gravel  and  sand.  Water  flow  was  moderate  in  all  areas 
and  depths  were  uniformly  2-4  feet.  No  vegetation  was 
present,  a  complete  canopy  covers  the  area  and  no  pools 
were  available  throughout  the  area. 

Water  chemistry  samples  were  collected  from  an 
area  under  the  Penfield  Road  bridge  as  were  the  benthic 
samples.  Fisheries  samples  were  collected  throughout 
the  area,  from  the  lowermost  extent  of  site  three  to  an 
area  200  feet  downstream  of  the  Penfield  Road  bridge. 

Site  5: 

Irondequoit  Creek  near  the  sand  quarry.  Water  flow 
at  this  station  is  somewhat  swifter  than  at  all  other  sites 
but  riffles  and  pools  are  not  present.  Currents  are 
contained  in  what  appears  to  be  a  formerly  channelized 
area  of  stream,  moving  the  course  of  the  stream  around 
the  quarried  areas.  Depths  were  consistantly  3-4  feet 
andsubstrates  consisted  of  cobble  and  gravels.  Bank 
cover  was  non-existant. 

Benthos  samples  were  taken  in  an  area  slightly 
upstream  of  the  upper  limit  of  the  quarry  area  and 
water  chemistry  samples  were  collected  from  a  point  just 
upstream  of  the  benthos  collection  area.  Fisheries 
samples  were  collected  throughout  a  300  foot  section  of 
this  uniform  habitat.  The  area  was  principally  open,  with 
little  canopy  and  areas  of  aquatic  vegetation  were  present. 
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Strearabanks  were  vegetated  with  terrestrial  grasses  and 
areas  of  horsetail,  Equisetum  arvense. 


Methods : 

- — Fisheries  collections  were  made  with  gear  appropriate 

for  individual  stream  sections- -and— habitat s_  encountered. 
Seines  were  used  at  all  locations  (6,  16  and  26  ft.)  as 
a  routine  method.  A  50  ft.  bag  seine  was  employed  in 
the  large  pool  at  site  one.  Traps  and  short-term 
gillnet  samples  were  collected  at  sites  three,  four  and 
five  and  electroshocking  gear  was  utilized  at  all  sites. 
Larval  and  fry  stages  of  fishes  were  collected  using 
fine-mesh  nets.  These  were  returned  to  the  laboratory 
for  identification.  Adult  fishes  were  released  after 
examination  with  the  exception  of  those  few  retained 
for  taxonomic  verifica tion.  These  latter  were  preserved 
on-site  in  6%  formalin. 

Benthic  organisms  were  collected  with  a  dredge  in 
those  areas  where  soft  substrates  were  present,  and 
with  a  Surbus  Samples  in  rocky  riffles.  Collections 
were  screened,  sorted  and  preserved  in  the  field.  These 
were  returned  to  the  laboratory  where  they  were  sorted 
and  classified  to  the  lowest  practical  taxonomic  units. 

Water  quality  parameters  were  taken  with  the  aid  of 
field  meters  for  Oxygen,  pH  and  Temperature.  Free  carbon 
dioxide  measurements  were  made  in  accordance  with  method 
#  111B,  Examination  of  Water  and  Wastewaters,  13th  ed. 

1971,  "Ti trimetric  method  for  free  carbon  dioxide:  Field 
Procedure."  Chemical  parameters  were  measured  before  legal 
sunrise  and  during  mid-day  on  each  sample  date. 

Birds  were  identified  in  the  field  by  both  direct 
observation  and  by  song.  Nests  were  located  and  when 
possible,  these  were  identified.  Mammal  populations 
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were  examined  both  through  direct  trapping  of  small  forms 
and  by  indirect  techniques  such  as  tracks,  signs  and 
dens.  All  sites  were  examined  and  mammals  of  the  fields 
and/or  riparian  woodlands  within  200  ft.  of  the  stream 
were  evaluated. 

Aquatic  vegetation,  amphibians  and  reptiles  were 
noted  as  encountered  during  other  field  activities.  No 
special  effort  was  expended  on  surveys  of  these  organisms. 
Vegetation  observed  was  collected  and  returned  to  the 
laboratory  for  identification.  Only  one  aquatic  species 
was  recorded  from  all  these  collections. 

Spawning  activity  of  salmonids  was  censused  by 
direct  observation.  Nest-building  activity  was 
observed  and  documented  by  excavation  of  certain  areas 
of  activity.  Collecting  for  larval  salmonids  was 
undertaken  with  fine-mesh  seines  and  by  excavation  of 
former  nest  sites.  No  larval  forms  were  recorded  from 
any  of  the  spawning  locations.  Young  salmonids  were 
not  collected  during  any  of  the  routine  fisheries 
samplings.  It  is  assumed  that  spawning  occurs  but 
success  is  negligible  or  non-existant. 
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Table  1 

Fishery  Collections  9-11  November 
Irondequoit  Creek 


Site  1 


Collected 


Total 

Weight 


Chinook  Salmon 

Oncorhynchus  tshawytscha 

| 

1 

40.0 

lb. 

Rainbow  Trout 

Salmo  gairdneri 

9 

18.0 

lb 

Northern  Pike 

Esox  lucius 

1 

.5 

lb 

White  Sucker 

Catostomus  commersoni 

12 

CM 

• 

00 

lb 

Blackhose  Dace 

Rhinichthyes  atratu lus 

3 

< 

.1 

lb 

Bluntnose  Minnow 

Pimephales  notatus 

2 

< 

.1 

lb 

Creek  Chub 

Senoti lus  atromaculatus 

1 

< 

.1 

lb 

Common  Shiner 

Notropis  cornutus 

8 

< 

.2 

lb 

Green  Sunfish 

Lepomis  cyanellus 

3 

.1 

lb 

Yellow  Perch 

:  2 

perca  flavescens 

1 

< 

.1 

lb 

Rainbow  Trout 

Salmo  gairdneri 

1 

2.2 

lb 

White  Sucker 

Catostomus  commersoni 

11 

5.8 

lb 

Green  Sunfish 

:  3 

Lepomis  cyanellus 

2 

< 

.1 

lb 

White  Sucker 

Catostomus  commersoni 

1 

.3 

lb 

Green  Sunfish 

Lepomis  cyanellus 

3 

< 

.2 

lb 

Yellow  Perch 

:  4 

Perca  flavescens 

1 

< 

.1 

lb 

Chinook  Salmon 

Oncorhynchus  tshawytscha 

1 

23.0 

lb 

Site  5 


None  Collected 
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Results : 


Fisheries 


In  considering  the  results  of  the  fishery  collections 
we  must  conclude  that  Irondequoit  Creek  is  an  area  of 
temporary  residence  for  nearly  all  species  present.  These 
individuals  enter  the  study  area  either  to  spawn  or 
while  enroute  to  spawning  areas  upstream  of  the  study  area. 
Most  individuals  of  salmonids,  catostomids  and  basses 
enter  the  study  area  during  the  appropriate  spawning 
period  and  leave  soon  thereafter.  Thus,  with  the  exception 
of  a  few  resident  sunfishes  and  minnows,  the  fishery 
of  Irondequoit  Creek  exhibits  a  series  of  immigration 
and  emmigration  of  the  major  sport  species  and  rough 
fishes. 

During  the  period  of  investigation,  these  movements 
were  first  noticed  in  late  fall.  Large  numbers  of  salmon 
and  trout  were  reported  by  local  fishermen  during  late 
September  and  October.  By  November,  small  numbers  of 
adult  salmon  were  present  as  were  slightly  larger  numbers 
of  brown  and  rainbow  trout.  Of  interest.  Table  1,  is  the 
nearly  complete  lack  of  redhorse,  suckers,  carp  and 
smalLmouth.  Large  schools  of  native  minnows  were  not 
present,  nor  were  other  expected  species  such  as  the 
white  perch  or  goldfish.  No  young  of  the  year  individuals 
were  collected  during  this  period,  indicating  that  these, 
too,  had  emmigrated  to  areas  downstream  of  the  study  location. 

By  spring,  the  salmon  and  larger  brown  trout  were 
no  longer  present.  Rainbow  trout  had  entered  the  area, 
in  April  and  early  May,  and  were  nearly  gone  by  late  May. 
Fishermen  reported  that  some  walleye  were  taken  in  the 
stream  in  early  May  but  none  were  collected  during  the 
sample  period,  (note  that  one  young  walleye  was  collected 
in  June).  While  virtually  no  suckers  were  taken  in  fall, 
the  spring  collections  contained  many  redhorse  and  white 
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suckers.  Tables  2  and  3.  White  perch  were  also  present 
in  fairly  large  numbers  as  were  spottail  shiners.  It 
becomes  highly  probable  that  these  fishes  were  migrants 
from  downstream  areas,  and  considering  the  species 
involved, (white  perch,  silver  redhorse  and  northern 
redhorse)  it  is  highly  probable  that  these  were  from 
Lake  Ontario.  It  is  also  interesting  to  note  that  the 
suckers  were  spawning  only  at  site  one  in  Irondequoit 
Creek,  while  most  of  the  adults  were  collected  in 
Allen  Creek,  a  much  smaller  stream.  It  is  probable 
that  Irondequoit  Creek  is  serving  primarily  as  a  route 
for  migration  to  smaller  tributaries  in  the  area. 

By  June,  Table  4,  most  of  the  catostomids  had  left 
the  study  area,  carp  were  still  present  and  spottail 
shiners  were  increasingly  abundant.  Smallmouth  bass 
were  present  as  larger  individuals  and  rockbass  were 
more  abundant  than  in  previous  collections.  Trout 
of  lengths  more  than  8  inches  were  not  collected  and 
it  is  assumed  that  the  larger  adults  of  all  salmonids 
had  left  the  area.  White  perch  were  very  abundant  and 
a  single  walleye  was  captured  in  the  pool  at  station  1. 

An  examination  of  all  specimens  captured  during 
the  three  sample  periods  indicated  that  almost  no 
juvenile  fishes  were  taken.  With  the  exception  of  a 
few  sunfish  juveniles  and  young  yellow  perch.  This 
seems  to  confirm  the  conclusion  that  the  area  is 
used  primarily  as  a  spwaning  ground,  a  migration  route 
or  a  nursery  for  fry  but  not  as  a  permanent  habitat  for 
adults  or  juveniles. 

The  physical  condition  of  many  of  the  fishes  collected 
was  also  of  considerable  interest.  Nearly  all  of  the 
carp  and  many  of  the  white  suckers  exhibited  considerable 
damage  to  the  pectoral  and  pelvic  fins  as  well  as  to  the 
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Table  2 

Fishery  Collections  22-24  May 
Irondequoit  Creek 


Site  1 

Collected 

Total 

Weight 

Rainbow  Trout 

Salmo  gai rdneri 

I - 

in 

r~ 

• 

lb 

White  Sucker 

Catostomus  commersoni 

5 

2.50 

lb 

Spottail  Shiner 

Notropis  hudsinius 

6 

<  .1 

lb 

Creek  Chub 

Semotilus  atromacu la tus 

1 

.1 

lb 

Black  Bullhead 

Ictalurus  melas 

1 

.2 

lb 

White  Perch 

Norone  ameri canus 

18 

2.2 

lb 

Rockbass 

Ambloplites  rupestris 

2 

.3 

lb 

Bluegill 

Lepomis  macrochirus 

1 

.1 

lb 

Yellow  Perch 

Perea  f laves cens 

2 

.1 

lb 

Site  2 

Brown  Trout 

Salmo  trutta 

1 

1.6 

lb 

Rainbow  Trout 

Salmo  gairdneri 

1 

.8 

lb 

Northern  Pike 

Esox  lucius 

1 

.6 

lb 

White  Sucker 

Catostomus  commersoni 

4 

3.8 

lb 

Carp 

Cgprinus  carpio 

11 

28.6 

lb 

Goldfish 

Carassivs  auratus 

1 

.7 

lb 

Spottail  Shiner 

Notropis  hudsonius 

12 

.3 

lb 

Common  Shiner 

Notropis  cornutus 

3 

<  .1 

lb 

Rockbass 

Ambloplites  rupestris 

1 

.2 

lb 

Pumpkinseed  Sunfish 

Lepomis  gibbosus 

2 

.1 

lb 

Yellow  Perch 

Perea  flavescens 

6 

.3 

lb 
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Table  2  Continued 
Fishery  Collections  22-24  May 


Site  3 


Collected 


Total 

Weight 


Rainbow  Trout 

Salmo  gaizdneri 

1 

<  .1 

lb 

Northern  Pike 

Esox  lucius 

1 

.6 

lb 

White  Sucker 

Ca  tos  tonus  conmersoni 

9 

8.4 

lb 

Carp 

Cyprinus  carpio 

5 

8.1 

lb 

Smallmouth  Bass 

Microptezus  dolomieui 

1 

.  6 

lb 

Bluegill 

Lepomis  maczochi zus 

1 

.1 

lb 

-e  4 

White  Sucker 

Catos tomus  commers  oni 

7 

6.3 

lb 

Golden  Redhorse 

Moxostoma  ery  thzurum 

1 

1.4 

lb 

Carp 

Cypzinus  carpio 

4 

6.2 

lb 

Rockbass 

Ambloplites  rupestris 

2 

<  .1 

lb 

fE  5 

White  Sucker 

Catostomus  conmersoni 

19 

18.0 

lb 

Carp 

Cyprinus  carpio 

16 

38.4 

lb 

Goldfish 

Carassius  auratus 

1 

.  4 

lb 

Common  Shiner 

Notropis  cornutus 

23 

— 

- 

Smallmouth  Bass 

Mi cropterus  dolomieui 

1 

.  6 

lb 

Bluegill 

Lepomis  macrochirus 

2 

<  .2 

lb 

Table  3 

Fishery  Collections  -  Allen  Creek 
22-24  May 


Total 

Collected 

Weight 

Brown  Trout 

Salmo  trutta 

2 

1.2 

lb 

Rainbow  Trout 

Salmo  gairdneri 

2 

.75 

lb 

Northern  Pike 

Esox  lucius 

1 

.5 

lb 

White  Sucker 

Catos tomus  commersoni 

51 

42.0 

lb 

Shorthead  (northern) 

Redhorse 

Moxostoma  Mac rolepid]o  turn 

1 

1.3 

lb 

Golden  Redhorse 

Moxostona  erythrur um 

2 

2.1 

lb 

Black  Redhorse 

Moxostoma  duques nei 

7 

6.6 

lb 

Silver  Redhorse 

Moxostoma  ani svrum 

16 

12.5 

lb 

Carp 

Cyprinus  carpio 

8 

20.8 

lb 

Common  Shiner 

Notropis  cornvtus 

6 

< 

.2 

lb 

Creek  Chub 

Semotilus  atromaculatus 

39 

< 

.2 

lb 

Bluntnose  Minnow 

Pimephales  notatus 

86  i 

< 

.1 

lb 

Longnose  Dace 

Rhinichthys  cataractae 

2 

< 

.1 

lb 

Blacknose  Dace 

Rhinichthys  atratulus 

16 

< 

.2 

lb 

Brown  Bullhead 

Ictalvrus  nebulosus 

1 

.3 

lb 

White  Perch 

Morone  ameri canvs 

1 

.1 

lb 

Smallmouth  Bass 

Micropterus  dolomieui 

8 

2.4 

lb 

Rockbass 

Ambloplites  rupestris 

4 

< 

.2 

lb 

Bluegill 

Lepomis  macrochirus 

2 

< 

.1 

lb 

Pumpkinseed 

Lepomis  gibbosus 

1 

< 

.1 

lb 

Yellow  Perch 

Perea  flavescens 

1 

< 

.1 

lb 

Tesselated  x  Johnny 

Darter 

' 

Etheostoma  olmstedi  X. nigrum 

1 

< 

.1 

lb 

Table  4 


Fishery  Collections  20-23  June  1980 

Site  1 

Irondequoit  Creek 

Total 

Collected 

Weight 

Northern  Pike 

Esox  lucius 

1 

.76 

lb 

White  Sucker 

Catos  tonus 

2 

1.4 

lb 

Carp 

Cyprinus  carpio 

1 

3.4 

lb 

Spottail  Shiner 

Notropis  hudsonius 

15 

<  .  2 

lb 

Creek  Chub 

Semotilus  atromaculatus 

1 

.1 

lb 

White  Perch 

Mo  rone  amer icanus 

13 

1.9 

lb 

Smallmouth  Bass 

Micropterus  dolomieui 

1 

.8 

lb 

Rockbass 

Ambloplites  rupestris 

2 

.3 

lb 

Pumpkinseed  Sunfish 

Lepomis  gibbosus 

4 

.4 

lb 

Walleye 

Stizostedion  v.  vitreum 

1 

.8 

lb 

Yellow  Perch 

Pe-ca  flavescens 

6 

.4 

lb 

Site  2 

White  Sucker 

Catos  tonus  commersoni 

7 

5.8 

lb 

Golden  Redhorse 

Moxoxtona  erythrurum 

1 

1.1 

lb 

Silver  Redhorse 

Moxos torna  anisurum 

1 

1.6 

lb 

Carp 

Cyprinus  carpio 

4 

9.7 

lb 

White  Perch 

Morone  amer icanus 

11 

1.1 

lb 

Rockbass 

Ambloplites  rupestris 

2 

.2 

lb 

Site  3 

Northern  Pike 

Esox  lucius 

1 

.4 

lb 

White  Sucker 

Catos tomus  commersoni 

6 

4.8 

lb 

Silver  Redhorse 

Moxos toma  anisurum 

3 

1.9 

lb 

Golden  Redhorse 

Moxostoma  erythrurum 

1 

.8 

lb 

Carp 

Cyprinus  carpio 

3 

2.6 

lb 

Smallmouth  Bass 

Mi  crop terus 

1 

.4 

lb 

vi.  • 
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Table  4  continued 
Fishery  Collections  20-23  June  1980 
Irondequoit  Creek 


4 


Site  *» 

Total 

Collected 

Weight 

White  Sucker 

Catos  tomus  commersoni 

8 

5.3 

'lb 

Carp 

Cyprinus  carpio 

3 

6.2 

lb 

Goldfish 

Carassius  auratus 

1 

.6 

lb 

Smallmouth  Bass 

Micropterus  dolomieui 

1 

.4 

lb 

Rockbass 

Amblopli tes  rupestris 

2 

<  .1 

lb 

Pumpkin'seed  Sunfish 

Lepomis  gibbosus 

1 

<  .1 

lb 

Yellow  Perch 

Perea  f lavescens 

8 

.3 

lb 

Site  5 

White  Sucker  ~-Catostomus  commersoni 

14 

12.8 

lb 

Silver  Redhorse 

Moxostoma  anisurum 

2 

3.4 

lb 

Spottail  Shiner 

Notropis  hudsonius 

86 

,  .8 

lb 

Common  Shiner 

Notropis  comutus 

39 

.2 

lb 

White  Perch 

Horone  ameri canus 

17 

1.  3 

lb 

Smallmouth  Bass 

Micropterus  dolomieui 

2 

.7 

lb 

Rockbass 

Ambloplites  rupestris 

1 

.2 

lb 

Table  16 

21  June  -  Benthic  Collections 


gill  filaments.  Many  individuals  had  fins  which  were 
reduced  nearly  to  "stumps"  with  distorted  rays.  These 
conditions  suggest  that  they  were  migrants  from  some 
area  of  heavy  chemical  pollution.  Redhorse  suckers 
did  not  exhibit  these  damages  nor  did  the  white  perch, 
bass  or  salmonids.  It  is  assumed  that  these  were  from 
populations  from  Lake  Ontario. 

Descriptions  of  the  stream  previously  presented  also 
shed  light  on  the  results  of  these  fishery  collections. 
Throughout  the  entire  study  area  only  two  riffles  exist 
and  not  a  single  quite,  deep  pool.  Three  small  areas 
approach  pool  form  but  they  are  only  4-6  ft  deep  and 
have  a  moderate  current.  Nearly  all  (95%.+)  of  the 
available  habitat  consists  of  shallow  (1-2  ft)  depths, 
no  bank  cover  or  deadfall,  no  aquatic  vegetation,  a 
moderate  current  and  substrates  of  sand,  silt  and 
coarse  gravels  with  no  rocks  or  boulders.  Quite  simply, 
the  stream  affords  little  food,  almost  no  cover  and 
no  deep  pools  for  adult  game  fishes. 

These  results  demonstrate  that  the  fishery  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  is  a  succession  of  species,  migrating 
through  the  area.  Sport  fishing  in  the  stream  is 
seasonal  and  consists  of  a  series  of  species  for  limited 
periods  of  time. 

Salmonid  Spawning 

Observations  and  collections  during  both  the  fall  and 
'  spring  have  documented  spawning  activity  of  Chinook 
salmon,  rainbow  trout  and  brown  trout.  Redds  were 
constructed  at  two  locations;  in  and  below  the  riffle 
system  at  station  1,  and  near  the  mouth  of  Allen  Creek 
in  the  center  of  Station  3.  While  spawning  activity  was 
observed,  and  eggs  were  laid,  subsequent  investigations 
were  unable  to  document  any  reproductive  success.  No 


yolk  sac  or  larval  salmonids  were  collected  in  the  study 
area  even  though  considerable  effort  was  expended  seining 
with  fine-roesh  seines  and  excavating  in  areas  of  known 
spawning  activity.  It  would  appear  that  heavy  siltation 
of  the  gravels  and  the  scouring  activity  of  the  stream 
during  repeated  floodings  has  prevented  the  hatching  of 
those  eggs  laid. 

It  must  be  stated,  however,  that  the  upper  reaches 
of  Station  one  and  the  riffle  system  at  the  lower  end 
of  Station  3  near  the  mouth  of  Allen  Creek  have  potential 
for  the  successful  reproduction  of  both  brown  trout  and 
rainbow  trout.  Should  stream  conditions  improve,  we 
would  expect  that  successful  production  of  these  two 
species  would  occur. 

Benthic  Populations 

Samples  of  benthic  invertebrates  taken  in  Irondequoit 
Creek  indicate  a  paucity  of  individuals  and  a  lack  of 
species  richness  (diversity).  Tables  5  -  19  generally 
indicate  this  poor  diversity  and  lack  of  individuals.  It 
is  probable  that  the  lack  of  habitat  diversity  and  the 
continual  siltation  and/or  shifting  of  the  substrated 
contributes  to  this  lack  of  a  viable,  productive  benthic 
fauna.  The  almost  total  lack  of  aquatic  vegetation  also 
contributes  to  the  lack  of  benthos. 

The  lack  of  this  important  food  source  for  the  fishery 
probably  contributes  to  the  lack  of  several  segments  of 
the  natural  fish  fauna.  Darters  (etheostomas)  would  be 
expected  on  the  riffles  at  site  1,  but  none  were  collected. 
Since  many  of  the  common  darters  and  minnows  feed  on 
Trichopterans  and  mayflies,  the  absence  of  these  becomes 
easier  to  understand. 
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Table  5 


9  November  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  1 
Penfield,  New  York 


TAXON 


NO./  sq.  meter 

RIFFLES  POOL 


Oligochaeta 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 


Hirudinea 

Insecta 

Diptera 

Orthocladiinae 

Chironominae 


Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Lymnaea  sp. 
Gyraulus  sp. 
Goniobasis  sp. 

Pelecypoda 

Pisidium  sp. 


9322 


11 

22 


33 

122 


22 


37556 


44 


44 

44 


88 


17  - 


Table  6 


9  November  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  2 
Penfield,  New  York 


TAXON 

NO./  SQ. 

METER 

SILTED  SAND 

SILTED  SAND 

Oligochaeta 

9067 

6333 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 

533 

44 

Hirudinea 

11 

- 

Insecta 

Trichoptera 

Hydioptila  sp. 

333 

44 

Diptera 

Orthocladiinae 

11 

- 

Chironominae 

- 

44 

Tanypodinae 

22 

22 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Lymnaea  sp. 

44 

- 

Physa  sp. 

44 

44 

Gyraulus  sp. 

44 

- 

Viviparus  sp. 

- 

22 

Ferrissia  sp. 

767 

600 

Pelecypoda 

Pisidivm  sp. 

11 

- 

18 


Table  7 


9  November  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  3 
Penfield,  New  York 


TAXON 

NO./  SQ 

METER 

SILTED  SAND 

ORGANIC  SAND 

Oligochaeta 

8  56 

1555 

Turbellaria 

Dugesia  sp. 

“ 

11 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 

11 

11 

Insecta 

Trichoptera 

Hydropti la  sp. 

11 

Diptera 

Ch ironomina e 

- 

55 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Physa  sp. 

11 

22 

Gyraulvs  sp. 

- 

33 

Lymnaea  sp. 

- 

22 

Goniobasis  sp. 

11 

- 

Ferrissia  sp. 

22 

22 

Pelecypoda 

Pisidium  sp. 

11 

- 

19 


Table  8 

9  November  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  4 
Penfield,  New  York 


taxon 


no,/sq. 

mud/gravel 


Oligochaeta 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 


Insecta 

Trichoptera 

Hydropsyche  sp. 


Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Ferrissia  sp. 
Physa  sp. 
Lymnaea  sp. 
Gyraulus  sp. 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 


67 


22 


11 

22 


? 

j 


METER 

mud/gravel 

94 


11 


44 

55 

89 

78 


22 


Table  9 


9  November  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  5 
Penfield,  New  York 


.  taxon 

NO./ 

SQ.  METER 

MUD 

SILTED  RIFFLE 

Oligochaeta 

633 

38487 

Isopoda 

622 

Asellus  sp. 

Amphipoda 

,  44 

Gamma rus  sp. 

Hirudinea 

33 

- 

Insecta 

Trichoptera 

Hydropsyche  sp. 

89 

Diptera 

Orthocladiinae 

33 

— 

Chironominae 

11 

138  5 

Mollusca 

Gas  tropoda 

33 

Ferrissia  sp. 

• 

Physa  sp. 

22 

— 

Gyraulus  sp. 

— 

4  4 

-  21  - 


Table  10 

23  May  -  Benthic  Collections 

Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  1 
Penfield,  New  York 


NO. 

(  SQ.  METER 

TAXON 

RIFFLE 

POOL 

Oligochaeta 

4117 

5171 

Isopoda 

Asellvs  sp. 

43 

Insecta 

Tricop tera 

Hydropsyche  sp. 

7 

*“ 

Hydroptila  sp. 

43 

“ 

Coleoptera 

Hyperodes  sp. 

4 

Diptera 

Simulidae  (type  A) 

108 

- 

Simulidae  (type  B) 

32 

- 

Chironominae 

43 

376 

Orthocladiinae 

2526 

806 

Tanypodinae 

11 

- 

Dipteran  pupa 

914 

366 

Other 

Fish  eggs 

4 

41 

22 


Table  II 


23  May  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  2 
Penfield,  New  York 


no*  /  so.  meter 


TAXON 

SILTED  SAND 

SILTED  SAND 

Oligochaeta 

9762 

10792 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 

- 

860 

Insecta 

Trichop ter a 

Hydroptila  sp. 

— 

344 

Diptera 

Simulidae 

44 

1032 

Orthocladiinae 

2968 

2264 

Dipteran  pupa 

216 

9288 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Lymnaea  sp . 

86 

Ferrissia  sp. 

130 

17  2 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 

- 

516 

Other 

Fish  larvae  * 

44 

17  2 

*  See  Fisheries  Report 


si 


Table  12 

23  May  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequiot  Creek  -  Station  3 
Penfield,  New  York 


TAXON 


NO.  /  SQ.  METER 

SILTED  SAND  ORGANIC  SAND 


Oligochaeta 

Amphipoda 

Gammarus  sp . 

Insecta 

Diptera 

Chironminae 
Orthocladiinae 
Dipteran  pupa 


Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Physa  sp. 

Gy raulus  sp. 
Helisoma  sp. 
Goniobasis  sp. 
|  Planorbula  sp . 

\  Ferrissia  sp . 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaeri um  sp. 


5676 

86 


216 
7  32 
44 


86 


216 

216 


10622 


172 

430 

44 


130 

216 

130 

86 

560 

1076 


1076 


24 


Table  13 


23  May  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  4 
Penfield,  New  York 


taxon 


NO.  /  SQ.  METER 

mud/gravel  mud  /gravel 


Oligochaeta 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 

Insecta 

Trichoptera 

Hy droptila  sp. 

Diptera 

Orthocladiinae 
Chironominae 
Dipteran  pupa 

Gastropoda 

Ferrissia  sp. 
Pleuxocerca  sp. 
Gyraulus  sp. 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 


3741  1097 

65  22 


22 


258 

387 

43 

- 

129 

86 

194 

- 

- 

22 

“ 

43 

65 

22 

25  - 


Table  14 


24  May  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  5 
Penfield,  New  York 


no./  sq.  meter 


TAXON 

MUD 

SILTED  RIFFLE 

Oligochaeta 

1269 

41345 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 

- 

882 

Amphipoda 

Gammarus  sp. 

215 

Arachnida 

Hydracarina 

- 

22 

Insecta 

Ephemeroptera 

Baetis  sp. 

- 

258 

Pseudocloen  sp. 

- 

43 

Trichoptera 

Hydroptila  sp. 

- 

1762 

Cheumatopsyche  sp. 

- 

22 

Hydropsyche  sp. 

- 

65 

Leucotrichia  sp . 

— 

43 

Coleoptera 

Stenelmis  sp. 

11 

- 

Hyperodes  sp. 

11 

- 

Diptera 

Simulidae  (type  A) 

- 

1355 

Simulidae  (type  B) 

- 

86 

Orthocladiinae 

247 

15416 

Chironorainae 

3  2 

43 

Dipteran  pupa 

43 

47  30 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 


Gyraulus  sp. 

22 

- 

Physa  sp. 

43 

- 

Ferrissia  sp. 

54 

43 

Goniobas is  sp. 

11 

- 

PI anorbula  sp. 

11 

- 

Helisoma  sp. 

11 

- 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 

129 

Other 

Fish  eggs 

22 

86 

Table  15 

21  June  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  1 


Penfield, 

New  York 

NO./  SQ.  METER 

TAXON 

riffle 

POOL 

Oligochaeta 

505 

7385 

Isopod a 

Asellus  sp. 

355 

118 

Decapoda 

Orconectes  sp. 

— 

11 

Insecta 

Ephemeroptera 

Baetis  sp. 

5 

Trichoptera 

Hydropti la  sp. 

86 

22 

Hydropsychidae  pupa 

5 

“ 

Coleoptera 

Stenelmis  sp . 

— 

11 

Dip ter a 

Diptera  pupa 

54 

— 

Orthocladiinae 

258 

75 

Chironorainae 

- 

22 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Helisoma  sp . 

5 

Valvata  sp. 

5 

- 

Viviparus  sp. 

— 

32 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 

5 

ii 

27 


NO.  /  SQ.  METER 

SILTED  SAND  SILTED  SAND 


1080 


1801 


Asellus  sp. 

Amphipoda. 

Gammarus  sp. 

Insecta 

Ephemeroptera 
Baetis  sp. 

Trichoptera 

Hydroptila  sp. 

Lepidoptera 

Parapoynx  sp. 

Coleoptera 

Stenelmis  sp. 


27 


Diptera 


Diptera  pupa 

16 

'  81 

Simulium  (type  A) 

- 

38 

Simulium  (type  B) 

- 

70 

Chironominae 

11 

65 

Tanypodinae 

- 

5 

Orthocladiinae 

27 

1188 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Ferrissia  sp. 
Physa  sp. 
Helisoma  sp. 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 


5 


16 

5 

11 


-  28  - 


A 


Table  17  . 

21  June  1980  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  3 
Penfield,  New  York 


NO.  /  SQ.  METER 


TAXON 

SILTED  SAND 

ORGANIC  SAND 

Oligochaeta 

274 

199 

Amphipoda 

Gammarus  sp. 

5 

- 

Insecta 

Trichoptera 

Hydroptila  sp. 

11 

16 

Diptera 

Chironominae 

11 

5 

Orthocladiinae 

5 

11 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Physa  sp. 

5 

'  5 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium 

32 

29 


Table  18 


21  June  1980  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  *1 
Penfield,  New  York 

no,  /  sq.  meter 

TAXON  MUD/GRAVEL  MUD/GRAVEL 


Oligochaeta 

75 

22 

Isopod a 

Asellus  sp. 

16 

5 

Insecta 

Diptera 

Diptera  pupa 

11 

Orthocladiinae 

- 

16 

Chironominae 

22 

5 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Viviparus  sp. 

32 

Helisoma  sp. 

22 

5 

Physa  sp. 

22 

16 

Valvata  sp. 

5 

— 

Goniobasis  sp. 

5 

5 

Ferrissia  sp. 

5 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 


32 


22 


vo  vr>  I  vr,  vo 


Table  19 


21  June  1980  -  Benthic  Collections 
Irondequoit  Creek  -  Station  5 
Penfield,  New  York 

NO.  /  SQ.  METER 


TAXON 

MUD 

SILTED  RIFFLE 

Oligochaeta 

591 

946 

Hirudinea 

22 

- 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 

1236 

5 

Amphipoda 

Gammarus  sp. 

5 

- 

Insecta 

Eph  erne  r  op  te  r  a 

Baetis  sp. 

22 

- 

Trichoptera 

Hydroptila  sp. 

129 

22 

Leucotrichia  sp. 

5 

- 

Hydropsyche  sp. 

16 

- 

Cheumatopsyche  sp. 

5 

- 

Hydropsychidae  pupa 

11 

- 

Coleoptera 

Stenelmls  sp. 

5 

— 

Diptera 

Diptera  pupa 

32 

- 

Simulium  (type  A) 

5 

- 

Simulium  (type  B) 

5 

- 

Orthocladiinae 

61  3 

22 

Chironominae 

16 

27 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Ferrissia  sp. 

16 

75 

Valvata  sp. 

5 

- 

Physa  sp. 

- 

11 

Goniobasis  sp. 

- 

5 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 

5 

16 

31 


Aquatic  Macrophytes 

The  area  of  Irondequoit  Creek  under  investigation 
is  nearly  all  conopied  by  a  thin  strip  of  riparian 
woodland.  As  a  result  of  the  lack  of  sunlight,  lack 
of  quiet  shallows  and  the  constantly  shifting  substrates, 
rooted  aquatic  plants  are  nearly  non-existant.  Small 
patches  of  yellow  sweet  flag  axe  present  on  the  stream 
edge  at  stations  1,  2  and  5  but  none  of  these  cover 
areas  more  than  15  square  feet.  No  cattail  margins 
exist  and  no  typical  marsh  areas  are  present. 

Sites  one,  two  and  five  exhibit  limited  areas  of 
Potomogeton  pectinatus  growths.  These  are  restricted 
to  areas  which  comprise  less  that  5%  of  the  total  habitat 
available.  No  rare  or  endangered  macrophytes  were 
observed  in  the  stream. 

It  should  be  noted  that  two  areas  within  the 
study  zone  contain  plants  of  interest.  The  first  is 
an  area  within  the  riparian  woodland  adjacent  to  site  4. 

In  this  location,  an  extensive  growth  of  Ostrich  Fern 
exists.  At  site  three,  the  open  meadow  contains  a 
damp  area  where  several  species  of  rushes  and  sedges 
are  growing.  Should  these  species  be  considered  of  value, 
stream  modification  might  be  mitigated  to  consider  these 
two  areas  of  interest. 

Bird  Populations 


Most  of  the  stream  reach  under  investigation  is 
canopied  by  a  narrow  strip  of  riparian  woodland.  This 
is  bordered  by  either  residential  and/or  commercial 
properties  or  by  wet  meadow  and  old  field  communities. 

Bird  communities  were  examined  in  a  cursory  manner  during 
Noyember  and  May.  On  June  22-24  a  three  day  breeding  bird 
census  was  made,  documenting  the  use  of  the  area  by 
resident  birds.  The  results  of  this  survey  are  presented 
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as  Table  20. 

The  bird  fauna  documented  is  one  which  would  be 
expected  in  a  somewhat  disturbed  area  in  this 
geographic  location.  Urban  species  such  as  starling, 
house  sparrow  or  rock  dove  were  nesting  in  areas  that 
were  adjacent  to  more  rural  species  such  as  indigo 
bunting,  grosbeak  and  scarlet  tanager. 

Species  richness  was  correlated  with  habitat  diversity 
in  most  areas,  sites  four,  five  and  Allen  Creek  having 
greater  diversity  of  habitat,  thus,  greater  species 
richness  of  birds.  Local  residents  and  bird  watchers 
were  encountered  during  the  study  and  indicated  that 
the  bird  fauna  at  site  3,  4  and  Allen  Creek  were  a 
significant  local  resource  for  non-consumptive  use  of 
the  wildlife. 

A  total  of  sixty-four  species  of  breeding  birds 
were  recorded  in  the  study  area,  none  of  which  are  rare 
or  endangered. 

Mammal  Populations 

Mammals  were  surveyed  partially  during  November  and 
May,  Intensive  trapping  of  small  mammals  was  accomplished 
during  June,  1980.  Tracks,  signs  and  visual  observations 
were  recorded  by  all  personnel  during  all  phases  of  the 
field  investigations  during  all  collecting  periods. 

The  results  of  the  small  mammal  trappings  (872  trap 
nights)  are  presented  as  Table  21.  Similar  to  the  results 
of  the  bird  survey,  the  mammal  fauna  is  typical  of  a 
suburban  location  in  this  portion  of  New  York.  The  close 
proximity  of  the  riparian  woodland  to  heavily  forested 
areas  provides  more  whitetail  deer  than  would  be 
expected  in  the  suburbs.  Other  species,  red  fox  and 
grey  fox  probably  represent  individuals  which  live  just 
slightly  outside  of  the  study  area  but  hunt  periodically 


I  ABLE  21 


RESULTS  OF  SMALL  MAMMAL  TRAPPING  ON  ALLEN  AND  IRONDEQUOIT  CREEKS,  NEW  YORK 

20-21  June  1980 


Species 

A 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

T 

%  0 

Short- tailed  Shrew 

2 

2 

- 

3 

- 

2 

9 

18 

Eastern  Chipmunk 

3 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3 

6 

Meadow  Vole 

1 

16 

3 

4 

4 

1 

29 

57 

White- footed  Mouse 

3 

- 

1 

1 

4 

- 

9 

18 

Norway  Rat 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1 

1 

2 

T.  number  caught 

9 

18 

4 

8 

8 

4 

51 

100 

Trapnights 

200 

100  100 

50 

150 

50  650 

%  Trap  success 

5 

18 

4 

16 

6 

8 

8 

22- 

23  May  1980 

Species 

Aa 

Ab 

1 

4 

T 

%  of  T 

Meadow  Vole 

1 

_ 

5 

- 

6 

75 

White-footed  Mouse 

- 

- 

- 

2 

2 

25 

T.  number  caught 

1 

0 

5 

2 

8 

100 

Trapnights 

27 

15 

27 

36 

105 

%  Trap  success 

4 

0 

18 

6 

8 

10  November  1979 

117  trapnights  segregated  by  habitat  as  follows: 

12  (10%)  under  bridges 
25  (21%)  in  scrub  field  succession 
43  (37%)  in  woodlands,  forests 
37  (32%)  on  creekbanks 
Species  T  %T 


Species 

Meadow  Vole 
Short- tailed  Shrew 
White-footed  Mouse 

T.  number  caught 
Trapnights 
%  Trap  success 


1  6 
6  40 

8  53 


Species 

Short- tailed  Shrew 
Eastern  Chipmunk 
Meadow  Vole 
White- footed  Mouse 
Norway  Rat 

T.  number  mammals 
Trapnights 
%  Trap  success 


OVERALL  RESULTS 

No.  caught  %  of  T  mammals  caught 


36 


Table  22 


within  the  study  area.  No  rare  or  endangered  mammals  were 
collected  or  observed.  A  tabulation  and  annotated  listing 
of  mammals  which  were  documented  and/or  are  probable 
appears  as  Appendix  I. 

Amphibians  and  Reptiles 

Throughout  the  course  of  this  investigation,  field 
crews  noted  the  observation  of  amphibians  and  reptiles  as 
they  were  encountered.  No  specific  effort  was  made  to 
search  for  or  collect  amphibians  or  reptiles,  thus, 
the  listing  in  Table  22  serves  only  as  a  partial  listing 
of  those  species  which  occur  in  the  study  area. 

Water  Chemistries 


The  results  of  the  chemical  parameters  measured  during 
all  sample  periods  is  presented  as  Tables  23  -  25.  All 
measurements  indicate  that  water  quality  is  good  to 
excellent.  No  evidence  of  excessive  BOD  loadings  or 
pH  modification  or  elevation  of  temperature  by  unnatural 
means  could  be  documented.  Free  C02  measurements  are 
indicative  of  very  low  levels  and  considering  the  field 
error  inherent  in  the  test  (up  to  2.0  mg/1)  we  doubt  that 
this  parameter  exceeds  8.0  mg/1. 
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Table  23 

Water  Chemistry  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
November,  1979 


Site  1 

Temperature 

02  PPM 

pH 

CO2  mg/l 

Night 

9. 2/8.0 

11.2/11.2 

7 .1/7.2 

2. 9/2.0 

Day 

8. 5/8.0 

11.2/11.4 

7.2/7 .2 

2. 3/1. 9 

Site  2 

Night 

8. 5/8.0 

11.9/11.4 

7  .1/7.2 

2. 8/1. 8 

Day 

8. 6/8.0 

11.6/11.8 

7. 2/7. 2 

2. 6/1. 8 

Site  3 

Night 

8. 5/8.0 

12.0/11.2 

7. 1/7. 2 

2. 3/2.0 

Day 

8. 8/8.0 

11.8/11.9 

7. 0/7.1 

3.0/2. 0 

Site  9 

Night 

9. 0/8.0 

11 . 5/11 . 2 

6. 5/6. 9 

3. 1/1. 7 

Day 

8. 8/8.0 

11.8/11.8 

6. 9/7.1 

2. 6/1. 7 

Site  5 

Night 

9. 0/8.0 

10.8/11.2 

6. 9/6. 9 

2. 8/1.7 

Day 

9. 4/8.0 

11.2/11.2 

7. 0/8.0 

2. 2/1. 7 

-/-  =  10/11  November,  1979 
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Table  24 

Water  Chemistry  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
May  1980 


Site  1 

Temperature 

02  PPM 

pH 

Night 

14.5/15.0/17.0 

9.4/10.3/9.5 

8. 3/8. 2/7. 9 

Day 

18. 0/19. 6/19. 4 

10.8/11.2/11.1 

8. 4/8. 6/8. 5 

Site  2 

Night 

14.5/15.0/16.8 

9.0/10.3/8.2 

8. 2/8. 3/8.0 

Day 

18.0/19.5/19.7 

12.2/10.4/11.0 

8. 4/8. 4/8. 3 

Site  3 

Night  > 

14. 8/15. 0/16. S 

8.3/10.3/9.0 

8. 4/8. 2/8.1 

Day 

18.5/18.8/19.3 

11.2/10.6/11/3 

8. 5/8. 3/8. 3 

Site  4 

4 

Night 

14.8/15.2/16.2 

8. 8/9. 8/8. 6 

8. 2/8. 2/8.2 

Day 

18.1/19.2/19.8 

9.3/11.8/12.1 

8. 1/8. 2/8. 3 

Site  5 

Night 

14.8/16.0/16.5 

8. 9/9. 6/9. 3 

8. 3/8. 2/8.1 

Day 

18.3/18.5/19.1 

9.3/12.0/12.3 

8. 4/8. 3/8. 4 

=  22/23/24  May,' 

1980 

Co2  mg/l 


6. 9/6. 5/5. 2 
6. 5/5. 7/4. 9 


5.9/6. 0/5. 3 
5. 6/6. 0/4. 9 


6. 0/5. 9/5. 5 
S.S/S.6/4.2 


6. 0/5. 5/5. 3 
4. 4/5. 1/5.0 


6. 0/5. 8/5. 2 
5.4/4.0/44 
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Table  25 

Water  Chemistry  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
JunEj  1980 


Site  1 

Temperature 

02  PPM 

pH 

Co2  mg/l 

Night 

14.2/11.2/13.1 

9.3/10.3/9.2 

8. 3/8. 2/8. 2 

4. 6/4. 1/4. 3 

Day 

12. 9/1S. 1/15.1 

10.2/10.9/9.3 

8.  3/8 . 3/8 . 4 

4. 4/5. 0/4. 4 

Site  2 

Night 

14.3/11.5/13.1 

9.1/10.2/9 .0 

8. 2/8. 2/8. 2 

4. 4/4. 3/ 5.4 

Day 

13.1/15.4/15.0 

9.9/10.8/9 .3 

8. 2/8. 4/8. 3 

4. 2/4. 9/4. 5 

Site  3 

Night 

14.2/11.2/13.2 

9.0/10.3/9.8 

8. 1/8. 2/8. 3 

4. 6/4. 4/5.1 

Day 

13.1/15.5/15.5 

9.8/10.2/9 .2 

8. 2/8. 3/8. 3 

4. 5/4. 6/4. 5 

Site  4 

Night 

14.3/11.1/13.2 

9.2/11.0/9 .8 

8. 1/8. 2/8. 3 

4. 7/4. 4/ 5.6 

Day 

13.2/15.8/15.1 

10.2/10.2/9.2 

8. 2/8. 4/8. 4 

4. 4/4. 6/4.7 

Site  5 

Night 

14.2/11.4/13.2 

9.2/11.2/9.8 

8.1/8, 1/8. 3 

4. 7/4. 0/5. 2 

Day 

13.2/16.6/15.2 

10.1/10.1/9.1 

8.1/8. 4/8.2 

4. 1/4. 2/4. 2 

-  20/21/22  June,  1980 
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Effects  of  Stream  Modifications 


The  alteration  of  the  course  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
would  have  only  a  temporary  effect  on  the  fish  fauna 
of  the  stream.  Since  nearly  all  of  the  fishery  is  a 
migratory  (temporary)  one  the  effects  during  construction 
could  have  certain  negative  consequences.  If  construction 
were  to  be  scheduled  between  June  15  and  August  30 
it  is  doubtful  that  any  species  other  than  the  carp 
would  be  seriously  affected. 

The  placement  of  the  stream  elsewhere,  or  the 
widening  and  channelization  of  the  stream  would 
remove  the  present  canopy.  This  will  effectively  raise 
the  temperature  of  the  waters  considerable,  and  should  be 
avoided  whenever  possible.  One  side  channelization 
with  preservation  of  the  riparian  woodlands  on  the 
other  side  is  very  desireable  in  areas  of  station 
three  and  four. 

Riffles  and  pools  currently  are  rare  in  the  stream 
and  creation  of  a  channel  would  create  little  change.  If 
stream  modification  included  the  addition  of  small 
obstructions  (similar  to  2-3  ft  high  dams) ,  pools 
would  easily  be  created  in  the  soft,  gravelly  substrates, 
This  would  create  habitat  which  currently  does  not  exist 
and  as  such  would  improve  the  fishery.  Further,  the 
stabilization  of  the  banks  with  rip-rap  would  simultaneously 
create  bank  cover  which  also  currently  does  not  exist. 

Again,  the  fishery  would  be  improved.  We  would  predict 
that  such  mitigation  measures  would  create  a  resident 
fish  fauna  which  would  include  smallmouth  bass,  rockbass 
and  other  centrarchids  at  a  level  which  currently  does 
not  exist. 

Removal  of  riparian  woodlands  should  be  minimized 


in  relation  to  the  bird  and  mammal  fauna  of  the  area. 
However,  the  removal  of  woodland  in  the  area  would  be 
only  a  small  fraction  of  the  available  local  woodlands 
so  we  would  not  expect  to  observe  any  significant 
reduction  in  the  bird  fauna  of  the  general  area.  We 
would  expect  that  one  side  channelization  of  the  small 
sections  of  stream  under  consideration  would  not 
significantly  reduce  local  bird  populations,  even  in 
areas  adjacent  to  the  stream. 

.  •.  Small  mammal  populations  consist  largely  of  meadow 
voles  and  shrews.  Both  species  exist  equally  as  well 
in  grassy  areas,  thus  little  permanent  effects  would  be 
liJcely  to  occur.  We  would  expect  that  vole  populations 
would  increase  slightly  while  shorttail  shrew  populations 
would  decline  slightly.  Larger  mammals,  such  as  the 
raccoon  or  opossum  utilize  the  area  primarily  as  a 
route  to  other  areas  or  for  hunting  in  the  stream.  We 
would  expect  little  change  in  the  populations  of  either 
species,  especially  if  one  side  channelizations  were 
employed. 

Possible  Mitigation  Measures 


Throughout  the  results  and  discussions  presented 
above  it  is  the  general  impression  that  little  negative 
effect  will  be  observed  in  the  study  area  due  to  stream 
modifications.  While  this  may  be  true,  it  is  our 
impression  that  slight  modifications  and  mitigations 
of  the  possible  construction  could  improve  and/or  lessen 
the  potential  damages.  Suggestions  for  these  mitigations 
are  as  follows: 


1.  Removal  of  riparian  woodlands  should  occur  only 
where  absolutely  necessary,  and  then  only  one  side 
should  be  removed  for  channelization.  This  will 
insure  that  the  stream  will  remain  partially  canopied 
and  preserve  a  maximum  amount  of  bird  and  mammal  habitat. 
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2.  Removal  of  riparian  woodland  at  site  one,  two  and 
four  should  occur  on  the  southwest  side  of  the  stream 
while  forest  removal  at  station  three  should  be  done 
on  the  northeast  side.  This  will  result  in  less  loss 
of  forest,  thus  less  loss  of  riparian  habitat. 

This  will  also  result  in  more  stream  canopy,  thus 
aid  in  maintanence  of  cooler  stream  temperatures. 

3.  Efforts  should  be  made  to  place  low  obstructions 
across  the  stream  wherever  possible.  This  will 
create  deep  pools  in  the  soft  substrates  and  improve 
fishery  habitat. 

4.  Rip-rap  placed  on  banks. will  insure  both  the 
stabilization  of  the  banks  and  will  create  bank 
cover  which  currently  does  not  exist. 

5.  Plantings  of  trees  such  as  willow  along  the 
banks  of  the  newly  constructed  channel  will  also 
aid  in  bank  stabilizations  and  will  eventually 
create  canopy  which  would  replace  that  lost  to 
construction.  In  addition,  plantings  of  trees 
known  to  produce  wildlife  foods  (walnut,  elder) 
within  the  disturbed  area  will  provide  food  and 
cover  which  currently  is  not  abundant. 


Monitoring  of  the  Project 


Future  monitoring  of  the  effects  of  both  the 
construction  and  mitigation  measures  of  this  project 
should  begin  within  one  year  after  construction  has  been 
completed.  These  studies  would  include  a  survey  of  the 
fishery,  water  chemistry  studies  and  an  evaluation  of 
the  changes  in  the  bird  and  mammal  faunas  of  the  area. 
During  the  first  year  of  monitoring,  we  would  ej££>ect  that 
the  fishery  would  exhibit  recovery  to  a  level  equal  to 
or  slightly  in  excess  of  that  documented  in  this  report. 
Bird  and  mammal  populations  would  be  expected  to  be 
similar  to  that  documented  in  this  present  study. 


44 


At  least  three  (and  no  more  that  five)  years  after 
the  completion  of  the  project,  a  final  monitoring  study 
should  be  conducted.  This  s^udy  should  be  essentially 
a  duplicate  of  the  study  just  completed,  and  will  serve 
to  document  the  predicted  effects  of  the  mitigations 
after  all  conditions  have  become  somewhat  stable.  This 
study  would  document  any  changes  in  the  resident  fish 
fauna  and  would  give  indications  as  to  the  future  effect 
of  the  plantings  on  the  bird  and  mammal  populations. 
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Appendix  I 


General  Account  of  the  Mammal  Fauna 
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General  Account  of  the  Mammal  Fauna 


Opossum  -  Di delphi s  marsupialis  -  Tracks,  reports.  Probably 
occurs  throughout  all  sites  in  Irondeguoit  and  Allen 
Creeks . 

Short-tailed  Shrew  -  Blarina  brevi cauda  -  Occurs  generally 
on  all  habitats  in  the  flood  plain  of  Allen  and 
Irondeguoit  Creeps.  One  of  the  most  abundant  mammals. 

Shrews  spp.  -  sorex  spp.  -  Holes  present  on  both  Allen  and 
Irondeguoit  sites.  One  trapped  mouse  eaten  from 
trap  in  typical  Sorei  fasion.  No  specimens  collected. 
Species  possible  include  any  or  all  of  s.  fumeus , 

S.  cinereus  or  S.  dispar  in  order  of  decreasing 
probability. 

Hairytail  Mole  —  parascalops  breweri ,  and  Starnose  Mole  - 
Condulvra  cristate ,  both  are  highly  probable, 
based  on  runs  examined  in  both  Allen  and  Irondeguoit 
Creeks.  Runs  in  drier  areas  are  similar  to  those 
of  Hairy tails  and  those  in  damp  areas  or  opening 
into  water  are  likely  that  of  the  Starnose. 

Bats  CVespertilionidae)  of  several  species  are  likely 
in  the  study  area.  Eptesicus  fuscus  and  Myotis 
lucifugus  are  highly  probable.  Others  are  possible 
but  less  likely.  No  specimens  collected. 

Raccoon  -  Procyon  lotor  -  Occurs  commonly  throughout  the 
entire  area. 

Longtail  Weasel  -  Mustela  frenata  -  May  occur  rarely, 
possible  tracks  were  observed  at  station  4,  along 
the  banks  of  Irondequoit  Creek. 

Striped  Skunk  -  Mephitis  mephitis  -  Occurs  uncommonly 

throughout  the  study  area.  Tracks  at  three  sites. 

Red  Fox  -  Vulpes  fulva ,  and  Grey  Fox  -  Urocyon 

cinereoargenteus ,  both  have  been  reported  from  the 
area  by  local  wildlife  amateurs.  Most  of  the  area 
is  more  likely  Red  Fox  habitat,  but  areas  of  the 
surrounding  upland  forests  will  support  Grey  Fox. 

Domestic  Dog  -  Canis  familiaris  -  Occurs  commonly  throughout 
the  study  area.  A  few  may  be  feral. 
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Domestic  Cat  -  Felis  catus  -  Fairly  common  throughout 
the  area-  Some  are  probably  feral.  A  significant 
predator  on  small  mammals  and  birds. 

Woodchuck  -  Marmots  monax  -  Very  common  at  all  locations. 

One  of  the  most  common  medium  sized  mammals. 

Eastern  Chipmonk  -  Tamias  striatus  -  Common  at  all 
locations  except  station  one. 

Grey  Squirrel  -  Scivrus  carolinensis  -  The  commonest  tree 
squirrel.  Present  at  all  sites  except  stations  one 
and  two.  Probably  uncommon  at  these  two  locations 
due  to  lack  of  residences  or  food  trees. 

Flying  Squirrels  -  Glaucomys  volans  ,  G.  sabrinus  -  These 
are  probable  in  adjacent  upland  deciduous  forest 
but  none  were  collected  or  observed. 

White-footed  Mouse  -  Peromyscus  leucopus  -  Occurs  generally 
in  brush  and  forested  areas  in  both  Allen  and 
Irondequoit  Creeks  It  is  probably  the  most  abundant 
small  mammal  in  the  woodlands.  Peromyscus  maniculatus 
may  occur  but  no  evidence  was  found. 

Meadow  Vole  -  Microtvs  pennsylvanicus  -  Occurs  generally 
at  all  sites  in  suitable  habitat  of  grasslands  or, 
less  abundantly,  in  forbs.  Associated  with  damp 
or  wet  areas.  Perhaps  the  most  abundant  small 
mammal  in  the  study  area. 

Norway  Rat  -  Sattus  norvegicvs  -  Collections  and  the 

presence  of  dens  in  streambanks  indicates  the  presence 
of  this  species.  Lack  of  croplands  or  urban  areas 
provides  little  habitat.  Rats  trapped  were  small  and 
the  population  in  probably  minimal. 

House  Mouse  -  Mvs  mus cv lus  -  None  collected  but  the  species 
probably  occure  near  dwellings. 

Eastern  Cottontail  -  Sylvilagus  floridanvs  —  Common  at 
all  locations  in  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks. 

Muskrat  -  Ondatra  zibethica  -  Occurs,  but  is  not  abundant, 
along  all  streams.  Droppings  and  burrows  were  not 
common . 

Whitetail  Deer  -  Odocoilevs  virginianus  —  Tracks  were 
observed  at  all  sites  on  both  streams. 
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Allen  Creek  Studies 


Modification  P  00002  of  Contract  DACW49-79-C-0085 
requests  that  surveys  of  the  faunal  components,  stream 
chemistry,  sediment  grain  size  distribution,  sediment 
eleutriate  chemistry  and  aquatic  vegetation  be 
accomplished  during  May- June  of  1980.  The  following  is 
the  result  of  that  investigation. 


The  -Fishery 

Surveys  of  the  fish  fauna  were  made  on  22-24  May 
and  21  June  ,  1980.  As  with  the  findings  of  the  surveys 
in  Irondequoit  Creek,  the  fauna  consisted  largely  of 
migrant  spawning  individuals,  suckers,  redhorse  and 
ans  carp.  In  addition,  small  stream  species  were  present 
and  these  were  presumed  to  be  permanent  residents.  These 
included  species  such  as  longnose  dace,  darters  and 
chubs . 

Small  brown  trout,  sroallmouth  bass  and  rockbass 
were  present  in  the  pools  of  the  stream.  It  is  possible 
that  spuming  runs  of  trout  occur  in  this  stream  but  were 
not  observed  due  to  the  time  of  year  in  which  the 
collections  were  made. 

This  section  of  Allen  Creek  contained  clean  substrates 
of  gravel  and  cobble,  quiet  pools  and  well  defined  riffles. 
While  little  bank  cover  was  available,  deadfall  covered 
much  of  the  bank  area  in  the  lower  two-thirds  of  the  area 
under  investigation.  Upstream  areas  of  the  stream,  above 
the  section  considered  for  modification,  were  similar  in 
physiography,  and  were  generally  more  canopied.  These 
upstream  areas  represent  a  valuable  fishery  resource  in 
the  form  of  spawning  grounds  for  catostomids  and  possibly 
for  salmonids.  Results  of  fishery  collections  have  been 
presented  as  Table  3. 
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Birds  and  Mammals 


Results  of  the  bird  and  mammal  survey  in  Allen 
Creek  are  presented  as  Tables  20  and  21.  These  results 
indicate  that  the  riparian  woodland  in  this  area  contains 
a  diverse  bird  fauna  even  though  the  area  is  small  in 
size.  The  area  is  utilized  by  local  bird  watchers  since 
it  is  near  access  from  the  shopping  center  and  Nalge 
parking  lots.  Mammal  diversity  and  species  composition 
is  similar  to  that  observed  in  Irondequoit  Creek,  Stations 
three  and  four. 

Vegetation 

Rooted  aquatic  vegetation  does  not  exist  in  Allen 
Creek  in  the  areas  under  study.  A  small  tributary  which 
enters  at  the  upper  limits  of  the  study  area  contains 
beds  of  watercress  and  a  small  patch  of  yellow  flag  (iris) 
is  present  near  its  confluence.  Vegetation  even  in 
this  area  is  confined  to  a  few  square  yards. 

Water  Chemistry 


As  with  the  chemical  measurements  of  Irondequoit 
Creek,  the  water  quality  of  Allen  Creek  is  indicative 
of  excellent  water  quality.  C02  values  are  consistantly 
low  and  02  and  pH  are  normal  and  stable.  Results  of 
chemical  measurements  taken  during  the  22-24  May  period 
are  presented  as  Table  26. 

Sediment  Studies 


Sediment  samples  were  collected  at  three  points 
in  Allen  Creek  as  illustrated  in  Figure  2.  Samples 
of  sediment  from  surface  and  14  inches  below  the 
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Table  26 

Water  Chemistry  of  Allen  Creek 
May,  1980 


0 


Site  1 

Temperature  .  C 

02  PPM 

pH 

Co2  mg/l 

Night 

Day 

13.8/13.8/15.4 

18.6/18.4/19.3 

8. 4/8. 3/8. 6 

12.2/11.1/11.4 

8. 2/8. 2/8.1 

8.6/8. 6/8. 5 

S. 4/7. 0/4. 9 

5.0/6. 1/4.0 

Site  2. 

Night 

Day 

13.5/14.0/16.0 

18.5/19.0/19.7 

8. 5/9. 6/8. 8 

12.2/11.6/11.9 

8. 2/8. 1/8.0 

8. 5/8. 4/8. 4 

5. 6/7. 4/5. 3 

5. 1/4. 5/4. 2 

Site  3 

Night 

Day 

13.4/13.0/15.0 

18.2/18.8/19.6 

8. 8/9. 9/8. 8 

12.5/10 .3/11.8 

8. 1/8. 2/7. 8 

8. 5/8. 5/8.6 

5. 8/8. 0/4. 7 

4.2/5. 3/4.1 

=  22/23/24  May,  1980 
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surface  of  the  creekbed.  Equal  parts  of  the  three 
samples  from  the  surface  were  then  composited  to  make 
a  single  representative  sample,  as  were  three  parts 
of  the  subsurface  samples.  These  samples  were  placed 
on  ice  and  transported  to  the  laboratory.  Analyses 
for  grain  size  and  metals  eleutriate  were  accomplished 
according  to  ASTM  and/or  USEPA  approved  methods.  The 
results  of  the  grain  size  analyses  are  presented  as 
tables  27  and  28.  Results  of  the  metals  analyses 
and  pesticide  determinations  are  presented  as  Table  29. 
All  test  results  indicate  that  eleutriate  concentrations 
are  negligible  compared  to  allowable  limits  and 
that  silt  content  is  low.  It  is  concluded  that  the 
removal  and/or  disposal  of  these  sediments  will  pose 
no  threat  to  the  environment. 

Benthos  Collections 


Benthic  invertebrates  were  collected  at  each  of 
the  three  sites  indicated  in  Figure  2.  Samples  were 
collected  and  processed  in  the  same  manner  as  has 
been  discussed  in  previous  sections  of  this  report. 
The  results  of  these  collections  are  presented  as 
Tables  30-32.  These  results  were  similar  to  those 
recorded  for  Irondequoit  Creek. 
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1  SCREEN  SIZE 

Table  27 

Allen  Creek  -  Surface 

Grain  Size  Analysis  * 

WEIGHT  OF  SEDIMENT  RETAINED 

%  OF  TOTAL 

1  >  5/16  INCH 

1410.57  gra 

50.14  X 

I  #5,  4mm 

204.08  9* 

7.25  % 

1  #  10,  2mm 

171.74  gni 

6.10  % 

#  18,  1mm 

151 .65  gm 

5.39  % 

#  30,  .59mm 

136.55  gm 

4.85  % 

#  50,  . 30mm 

235.20  gm 

8.36  x 

§  100,  ,149mm 

330.05  gm 

11.73  % 

#  200,  .074mm 

112 . 52  gm 

4.01  % 

;  t  Silt  <  ,074mm 

61 . 06  gm 

2.17  % 

2813. 42  gm 

100.00  x 

K  *  Procedures  according 

TO  ASTM  METHODS 

' 

I  All  samples 

WEIGHED  TO 

NEAREST  .OlGM 

I: 

• 
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Table  28 

Allen  Creek  -  Subsurface 
Grain  Size  Analysis  * 


SCREEN  SIZE 

weight  of  sediment  retained 

%  OF  TOTAL 

>  5/16  INCH 

823.23  gm 

48.64  X 

#  5,  Amm 

149.28  gm 

8.82  X 

#  10,  2mm 

111.87  gm 

6.61  X 

#  18,  1mm 

126.48  gm 

7.47  X 

#  30,  . 59mm 

186.57  gm 

11.02  X 

#  50,.. 30mm 

213.63  gm 

12.62  X 

#  100,  .1A9mm 

61.83  gm 

3.65  X 

#  200,  . 07Amm 

9.25  gm 

0.55  X 

Silt  <  .07Amm 

10.51  gm 

0.62  X 

1692.65  gm 

100.00  X 

*  Procedures  according  to  ASTM  methods 
All  samples  weighed  to  nearest  ,01gm 
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Table  29 


Metals  Determinations  of  Water 
Extractions  of  Allen  Creek  Sediments 


PARAMETER 

SURFACE  SEDIMENT 

COMPOSITE 

SUB-SURFACE  SEDIMENT 

COMPOSITE 

Arsenic 

<  O.D1  ppm 

<  O.Ol  ppm 

Barium 

<  1.00 

<  1.00 

Cadmium 

<  O.Ol 

<  O.Ol 

Chromium 

<  O.Ol 

<  O.Ol 

Lead 

<  O.Ol 

<  O.Ol 

Mercury 

<  0.00031 

<  0.00068 

Selenium 

<  O.Ol 

<  O.Ol 

Silver 

<  O.Ol 

<  0.03 

Total  pesticides 

ND 

ND 
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Table 

30 

23  May  -  Benthic  Collections 

Allen  Creek  - 

Station  1 

Penfield, 

New  York 

no./  sq. 

METER 

taxon 

riffle 

POOL 

Oligochaeta 

319 

247 

Isopoda 

Asellvs  sp. 

79 

- 

Hirudinea 

4 

- 

Insecta 

Diptera 

Simulidae  (type  A) 

516 

— 

Sinmlidae  (type  B) 

108 

* 

Orthocladiinae 

3132 

43 

Chironominae 

58 

11 

Dipteran  pupa 

713 

22 

Ephemeroptera 

Ephemerella  sp. 

36 

- 

Trichoptera 

Hydropsyche  sp. 

122 

- 

Cheumatopsyche  sp. 

7 

- 

Hydroptila  sp . 

14 

- 

Coleoptera 

Hyperodes  sp. 

4 

- 

Stenelmis 

7 

- 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Lymnaea  sp. 

4 

11 

Pelecypoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 

22 

Other 

Misc.  Catostomid  eggs 

168 

- 
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Table  31 

23  May  -  Benthic  Collections 
Allen  Creek  -  Station  2 
Penfield,  New  York 


TAXON 

NO. 

RIFFLE 

/  SQ.  METER 

POOL 

Oligochaeta 

2634 

1301 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 

97 

978 

Amphipoda 

.  •.  Gammarus  sp. 

32 

Hirudinea 

- 

54 

Insecta 

Diptera 

Simulidae  (type  A) 

1150 

7  5 

Simulidae  (type  B) 

118 

— 

Orthocladiinae 

13771 

570 

Chironominae 

140 

204 

Dipteran  pupae 

1333 

194 

Ephemeroptera 

By propsyche  sp. 

290 

- 

Cheumatopsyche  sp. 

32 

.  _ 

Hydroptila  sp. 

806 

11 

Hyproptilidae  (pupae) 

32 

- 

Coleoptera 

Stenelmis  sp. 

54 

97 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Lymnaea  sp. 

- 

32 

Gyraulus  sp. 

- 

32 

Ferrissia  sp . 

11 

32 

Other 

Catostomid  eggs 

75 

64 

-  59  - 
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Table  32 


23  May  -  Benthic  Collections 
Allen  Creek  -  Station  3 
Penfield,  New  York 

NO.  /  SQ.  METER 


TAXON 

COBBLE  RIFFLE 

POOL 

Oligochaeta 

47  84 

634 

Isopoda 

Asellus  sp. 

43 

11 

Hirudinea 

32 

- 

Insecta 

Collembola 

Isotomerus 

11 

- 

Plecoptera 

Acroneuria  sp. 

- 

11 

Ephemeroptera 

Ephemerella  sp. 

11 

- 

Tricoptera 

Hydropsy che  sp. 

86 

- 

Hydroptila  sp. 

3644 

- 

Leucotrichia  sp. 

376 

- 

Diptera 

Siinulidae  (type  A) 

344 

- 

Simulidae  (type  B) 

11 

- 

Orthocladiinae 

35701 

581 

Chironorainae 

172 

11 

Tanypodinae 

11 

~ 

Dipteran  pupae 

3010 

97 

Mollusca 

Gastropoda 

Lymnaea  sp. 

- 

22 

Pelycepoda 

Sphaerium  sp. 

— 

43 

Other 

Fish  Eggs 

32 

- 

Sucker  larvae 


11 
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Conclusions  and  Mitigation  Alternatives 

The  vegetation,  benthos  and  chemistries  of  Allen 
Creek  are  essentially  the  same  as  those  found  in  the 
various  areas  of  Irondequoit  Creek.  Riparian  woodlands 
have  equivalent  value  in  the  Allen  Creek  area,  thus 
should  be  preserved  whenever  possible. 

The  fishery  of  Allen  Creek  is  not  only  a  migratory 
route  but  definitely  serves  as  a  spawning  area  for  the 
redhorse,  suckers  and  probably  trout.  As  such,  it 
like  Irondequoit  Creek,  should  not  be  permanently 
obstructed.  Two  pools  are  present  in  Allen  Creek 
which  are  deeper  than  any  found  in  Irondequoit  and 
as  such  provide  refuge  for  smallmouth  and  trout. 

These  pools  should  be  replaced  by  artificial  means  if 
they  are  removed  during  channelizations. 

Possible  suggestions  for  improvement  and/or 
mitigation  of  this  area  are  similar  to  those  already 
suggested  for  Irondequoit  Creek  with  the  addition 
of  the  following: 


1.  Channelization  of  the  area  should  be  done  in 
the  area  north  of  the  existing  streambed.  This 
area  consists  of  sandy  f latlands  which  have  no 
trees  and  little  forb  vegetations.  Mammal 

and  bird  populations  in  this  area  are  very  limited. 
Placement  of  the  channel  in  this  area  would  do 
very  little  environmental  damage  and  would  thus 
create  habitat  as  well  as  preserve  the  integrity 
of  the  Allen  Creek  riparian  woodlands. 

2.  Spoils  from  channelization  of  the  field  should 
not  be  placed  into  the  Allen  Creek  existing  bed. 

The  small  tributary  entering  just  upstream  of  the 
revetment  should  be  allowed  to  flow  into  the  present 
channel  of  Allen  Creek,  thus  partially  maintaning 
flow.  The  resulting  stream  will  become  a  backwater 
of  Irondequoit  Creek  during  highwater  periods  and 
will  act  as  a  small  intermittant  stream  at  other  times. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

HARRISBURG  AREA  OFFICE 
100  Chestnut  Street,  Room  310 
Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania  17101 


December  16,  1980 


Colonel  George  P.  Johnson 
District  Engineer,  Buffalo  District 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1776  Niagara  Street 
Buffalo,  New  York  14207 

Dear  Colonel  Johnson: 

This  constitutes  our  detailed  report  on  effects  the  proposed  flood  control 
project  on  Irondequoit  Creek,  Monroe  County,  New  York,  would  have  on  fish 
and  wildlife  resources.  It  has  been  prepared  under  the  authority  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C. 

661  et  seq.)  and  is  for  inclusion  in  your  final  feasibility  report. 

Investigations  for  improvement  on  Irondequoit  Creek  and  tributaries,  includi 
Allen  Creek,  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes  were  authorized  by 
resolution  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  Committee  on  Public  Works.  The 
authorization  for  study  is  contained  in  Section  208  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89-298)  adopted  October  27,  1965. 

Our  report  is  based  on  project  plans  and  information  provided  by  your 
staff  through  July  31,  1980,  biological  studies  conducted  for  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  by  Environmental  Resource  Associates,  Inc.,  and  field 
reconnaissance  by  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  personnel.  This  report 
was  prepared  by  Mark  W.  Clough,  Project  Biologist,  under  the  supervision 
of  Paul  P.  Hamilton,  Field  Supervisor,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
Cortland,  New  York.  The  report  has  the  concurrence  of  the  Division  of 
Fish  and  Wildlife  of  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation  as  signified  by  the  enclosed  letter  from  Director  Kenneth  F. 
Wich  to  Field  Supervisor  Hamilton  dated  October  10,  1980. 
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The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  previously  provided  the  Buffalo 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  comments  dated  February  9,  1977,  regarding 
the  Draft  Plan  of  Study,  comments  on  the  scope  of  work  for  biological 
studies  dated  April  27,  1979,  a  planning  aid  letter  dated  June  1,  1979, 
and  comments  on  the  preliminary  feasibility  report  in  a  letter  dated 
September  13,  1979. 


Description  of  the  Project 

The  Irondequoit  Creek  Watershed  drains  an  area  of  approximately  139  square 
miles  and  includes  portions  of  Monroe,  Ontario,  and  Wayne  Counties  in 
central  New  York  State.  Irondequoit  Creek  flows  northward  from  its 
headwaters  near  Canandaigua,  New  York,  to  Irondequoit  Bay  which  flows 
into  Lake  Ontario.  Irondequoit  Creek  has  a  total  length  of  approximately 
32  miles  excluding  its  major  tributaries,  Allen  Creek  and  Thomas  Creek. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  surveys  of  floodprone  areas  in  the  Irondequoit 
Creek  Watershed  determined  that  the  Panorama  Plaza  Area,  Town  of  Penfield, 
New  York,  is  the  only  area  recommended  for  structural  flood  control 
measures. 

The  selected  alternative  for  flood  control  in  the  Panorama  Plaza  area  is 
the  levee/floodwall  plan  (Alternative  B).  The  proposed  project  would 
include  construction  of  levees  and  floodwalls  along  Allen  Creek  and 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  channelization  with  realignment  of  a  portion  of 
Allen  Creek.  The  plans  are  based  on  a  500-year  level  of  protection. 

The  earthen  levees  would  have  a  trapezoidal  cross  section,  with  sideslopes 
of  1  vertical  on  2.5  horizontal  and  a  10-foot  wide  crown.  Sheet  piling 
and  concrete  floodwalls  are  proposed  for  constricted  areas  where  there 
is  insufficient  land  width  for  the  construction  of  levees.  Structure 
heights  described  below  include  freeboards  of  3  feet  for  levees  and 
2  feet  for  floodwalls. 

Figure  1  shows  the  general  location  of  the  study  area.  Figure  2  shows 
the  locations  of  the  proposed  flood  control  structures  along  Irondequoit 
and  Allen  Creeks  and  the  proposed  channelization  and  realignment  along 
A1 len  Creek. 

A  levee  would  be  constructed  along  the  east  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek  in 
the  reach  between  the  Route  441  Bridge  and  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge. 

The  levee  would  average  approximately  6  feet  in  height,  including  freeboard, 
and  would  extend  from  a  high  ground  point  behind  an  existing  bowling  alley, 
to  the  road  embankment  at  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge. 
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In  the  reach  between  the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  and  the  Penfield  Road 
Bridge,  a  levee  wouk  be  constructed  along  the  east  bank.  The  levee 
would  begin  at  the  Panorama  Trail  Road  embankment  and  continue  along  the 
east  edge  of  the  Harney  Printing  parking  lot.  The  printing  firm  would 
not  be  protected,  therefore  acquisition  of  this  buildihg  is  proposed. 

The  levee  would  continue  along  the  rear  property  lines  of  the  commercial 
properties  along  Panorama  Trail.  The  average  height  of  the  levees  in 
this  reach  would  be  6  feet.  The  levee  would  continue  on  along  the 
outside  perimeter  of  the  undeveloped  areas  behind  and  to  the  west  of  the 
Panorama  Plaza  and  connect  to  the  high  embankment  at  the  Penfield  Road 
Bridge.  The  average  height  of  this  section  of  the  levee  would  be 
7.5  feet.  Along  the  west  bank  of  Irondequoit  Creek,  in  the  reach  between 
the  Panorama  Trail  Bridge  and  the  confluence  of  Allen  Creek,  a  floodwall 
would  be  placed  behind  the  immediate  treeline.  The  average  height  of 
the  floodwall  would  vary  from  5.5  feet  upstream  to  6.5  feet  downstream. 

In  the  reach  from  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge  downstream,  a  levee,  averaging 
7  feet  in  height,  would  begin  at  the  Penfield  Road  embankment  and  continue 
along  the  east  bank  across  Old  Penfield  Road.  The  levee  would  continue 
along  the  alignment  of  the  access  road  to  the  Genesee  Conservation 
League  at  an  average  height  of  6  feet,  and  turn  north  just  north  of  the 
Brookhill  Apartments  and  connect' to  existing  high  ground.  A  road  would 
be  constructed  on  the  crest  of  the  levee  to  maintain  access  to  the 
Genesee  Conservation  League  property.  Riprap  is  proposed  along  the 
outside  banks  of  the  two  curves  just  downstream  of  the  Old  Penfield  Road 
Bridge,  due  to  the  high  velocities  in  this  reach  of  Irondequoit  Creek. 

A  drainage  easement  at  Quarry  Lake  would  be  maintained  to  preserve  the 
natural  overflow  which  presently  occurs  during  high  stages  in  Irondequoit 
Creek.  Riprap  is  also  proposed  25  feet  upstream  and  25  feet  downstream 
of  the  Penfield  Road  Bridge  and  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge. 

The  Plaza  Extension  Bridge  and  the  Old  Penfield  Road  Bridge  will  be 
closed  to  vehicular  use  but  will  remain  in  place  to  aid  in  reducing 
erosive  velocities  downstream  during  high  stages. 

The  project  involves  channelization  of  Allen  Creek  from  its  mouth  to 
approximately  900  feet  upstream.  The  entire  900-foot  section  would  be 
riprapped  on  the  sides  and  bottom.  The  upper  500  feet  of  this  reach 
would  be  relocated  westerly  along  a  meandering  alignment  to  allow  sufficient 
room  to  construct  a  levee  along  the  east  bank  between  the  Sybron-Nalge 
parking  lot  and  Allen  Creek.  The  lower  400  feet  of  the  channel  would  be 
aligned  along  the  existing  channel.  A  3-foot  drop  structure,  constructed 
of  sheet  piling,  would  be  located  850  feet  upstream  from  the  confluence 
to  dissipate  energy  and  reduce  velocities.  The  channel  would  have  a 
30-foot  bottom  width  with  1  to  2.5  sideslopes  and  would  cut  a  gradient 
to  match  the  bottom  elevation  at  the  3-foot  drop  structure.  A  low-flow 
channel  would  be  installed  along  the  entire  length  of  the  Allen  Creek 
rechannelization. 
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An  internal  storm  drainage  system  consisting  of  42-inch  diameter  culverts 
with  flapgates  and  sluice  gates  at  three  locations  and  twin  3.5  x 
7-foot  diameter  culverts  with  a  6,000  GPM  pump  at  one  location  (see 
figure  2)  would  be  included  in  project  design.  This  would  allow  internal 
stormwater  run-off  to  flow  back  into  the  creek. 

Aquatic  and  Terrestrial  Ecosystems 


General 


The  project  area  involves  approximately  1  mile  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
extending  downstream  from  the  Route  441  crossing  to  just  south  of  the 
gravel  quarry,  and  approximately  900  feet  of  Allen  Creek  extending 
downstream  from  the  sharp  bend  adjacent  to  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
Sybron-Nalge  Plant  to  the  confluence  with  Irondequoit  Creek.  This  area, 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  Panorama  Plaza,  has  undergone  extensive  commercial, 
industrial  and  residential  development. 

Fish  and  wildlife  habitats  which  would  be  affected  by  the  project,  have 
been  previously  disturbed  and,  for  the  most  part,  are  confined  to  a 
rather  narrow  band  along  the  creek.  This  section  of  Irondequoit  Creek 
had  been  severely  degraded  in  the  past,  largely  due  to  the  discharge  of 
improperly  treated  sewage  to  the  creek.  With  the  implementation  of 
water  pollution  control  programs  in  the  watershed,  the  water  quality  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  has  greatly  improved  and  there  is  considerable  use  of 
the  existing  habitat  within  the  project  area  by  fish  and  wildlife. 

Aquatic  Resources 


The  waters  of  Irondequoit  Creek  within  the  project  area  have  been 
classified  as  Class  B  under  the  New  York  State  Environmental  Conservation 
Law.  Allen  Creek  is  Class  B(t),  water  quality  standards  for  trout 
waters  apply.  Although  severely  degraded  in  the  past,  water  quality 
within  the  project  area  is  presently  good  to  excellent.  This  improvement 
is  apparently  a  result  of  the  Monroe  County  Pure  Water  Sewage  Diversion 
Program.  This  program  which  began  in  1970  was  established  to  upgrade 
water  quality  throughout  the  watershed.  A  series  of  interceptors  became 
operational  in  the  spring  of  1978  eliminating  all  municipal  sewage 
discharges  into  Irondequoit  Creek  and  its  tributaries.  Measurements  of 
dissolved  oxygen,  pH,  C02,  and  temperature  indicate  good  to  excellent 
water  quality  in  both  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks.  Dissolved  oxygen 
levels  and  pH  are  normal  and  stable,  and  CO2  values  are  consistently 
low.  No  excessive  BOD  loadings  or  pH  modification  or  unnatural  temperature 
elevations  are  evident. 
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Studies  of  benthic  populations  indicate  a  relatively  low  abundance  of 
individuals  and  a  lack  of  species  diversity.  Oligochaetes  are  dominant 
throughout  the  project  area.  Other  macro-invertebrate  groups  found 
include  isopods,  dipterans,  trichopterans,  gastropods,  and  pelecypods. 
Benthic  populations  in  the  study  area  are  probably  limited  by  the 
continual  siltation  and  shifting  substrates  and  sparse  aquatic  vegetation. 

Irondequoit  Creek,  within  the  project  area,  is  generally  uniform  in 
character.  For  the  most  part,  the  creek  bottom  is  shifting  silty  sands 
and  coarse  gravels.  The  reach  just  downstream  of  Route  441  contains  a 
riffle  system  of  bedrock  and  cobble  substrates,  and  a  shallow  pool. 

Allen  Creek  contains  clean  substrates  of  gravel  and  cobble,  well  defined 
riffles  and  deeper  pools  than  those  found  in  Irondequoit  Creek.  Both 
creeks,  within  the  project  area,  are  nearly  completely  covered  by  the 
canopy  of  a  narrow  band  of  riparian  woodland.  This  cover  is  important 
in  maintaining  lower  water  temperatures  during  the  summer,  however,  the 
reduced  penetration  of  sunlight  along  with  a  lack  of  quiet  areas  and 
shifting  substrates  result  in  a  lack  of  extensive  aquatic  vegetation. 

Valuable  fisheries  resources  exist  in  Irondequoit  Creek.  Upper  areas  of 
the  watershed  are  classified  as  trout  waters  and  steel  head  are  stocked 
yearly.  Rainbow  trout  and  Chinook  salmon  move  through  the  project  area 
during  spring  and  fall  spawning  migrations.  Upstream  from  the  project 
area  trout  stocking  is  carried  out  and  a  good  population  of  native  brown 
trout  also  exists  and  fishing  pressure  is  considered  heavy.  Brown  trout 
have  also  been  taken  within  the  project  area  and  trout  populations  are 
expected  to  extend  their  ranges  downstream  to  include  the  project  area 
as  water  quality  continues  to  improve.  Although  not  presently  a  spawning 
area  for  coldwater  species,  the  riffle  areas  near  Route  441  and  near  the 
mouth  of  Allen  Creek  have  potential  for  the  successful  reproduction  of 
brown  trout  and  rainbow  trout,  and  the  project  area  is  used  by  migrating 
adult  salmonids  and  returning  smolt.  Some  spawning  by  warmwater  fishes 
such  as  pumpkinseed,  bluegill  sunfish,  yellow  perch,  suckers  and  minnows 
occurs  within  the  project  area,  however,  Irondequoit  Creek  serves  primarily 
as  a  route  for  migration  to  upstream  spawning  areas  and  smaller  tributaries. 
Table  1  lists  the  fish  species  found  within  the  project  area  in  Irondequoit 
and  Allen  Creeks.  The  fishery  of  Allen  Creek  is  similar  to  that  of 
Irondequoit  Creek  and  it  not  only  serves  as  a  migratory  spawning  route, 
but  provides  definite  spawning  areas  for  redhorse,  suckers,  and  probably 
trout.  Its  well  defined  riffle  areas  and  deeper  pools  are  excellent 
aquatic  habitat,  and  areas  upstream  of  the  project  area  also  provide 
valuable  spawning  grounds. 


Terrestrial  Resources 


Terrestrial  habitat  which  would  be  affected  by  the  project  is  generally 
confined  to  a  narrow  band  of  riparian  woodland  along  Irondequoit  and 
Allen  Creeks.  The  riparian  vegetation  is  predominantly  eastern  cottonwoods 
on  sandy  soils  with  scattered  shrubs  and  herbaceous  understory.  More 
extensive  woodlands,  old  field  areas,  and  wet  meadows  are  found  nearby 
which  contribute  to  the  species  diversity  and  numbers  of  individuals 
utilizing  the  riparian  woodlands  within  the  project  area. 

Sixty-four  species  of  birds  were  recorded  in  the  study  area  during  a 
June  1980  Breeding  Bird  Census.  Some  of  the  more  common  avian  species 
found  include  mallard  duck,  killdeer,  rock  dove,  mourning  dove,  belted 
kingfisher,  common  flicker,  downy  woodpecker,  bank  swallow,  barn  swallow, 
black-capped  chickadee,  house  wren,  gray  catbird,  American  robin, 
warbling  vireo,  American  redstart,  common  grackle,  brown-headed  cowbird, 
cardinal,  indigo  bunting,  American  goldfinch,  and  song  sparrow.  Other 
less  common  but  notable  species  include  great  blue  heron,  wood  duck, 
red-tailed  hawk,  and  great  horned  owl.  Avian  fauna  utilizing  the 
riparian  woodlands  are  an  important  resource  for  non-consumpti ve  uses  of 
wildlife  by  local  residents  and  bird  watchers. 

Mammal  surveys  indicate  considerable  use  of  the  project  area  and  a  good 
diversity  of  species.  Species  commonly  found  to  utilize  the  area  include 
short- tailed  shrew,  meadow  vole,  white-footed  mouse,  raccoon,  woodchuck, 
eastern  chipmunk,  gray  squirrel,  eastern  cottontail  rabbit,  and  whitetail 
deer.  Less  abundant  species  include  striped  skunk,  red  fox,  Norway  rat, 
and  muskrat. 

Reptiles  and  amphibians  observed  in  the  project  area  include  the  American 
toad,  bullfrog,  green  frog,  gray  treefrog,  eastern  garter  snake,  brown 
snake,  common  water  snake,  and  snapping  turtle. 

Project  Impacts  on  Aquatic  and  Terrestrial  Ecosystems 
Aquatic  Resources 


Construction  of  levees  and  floodwalls  along  the  streambanks  would  require 
clearing  and  removal  of  the  existing  vegetation  in  the  areas  occupied  by 
the  structures.  Throughout  most  of  the  project  area,  the  riparian 
woodlands  lining  Irondequoit  and  Allen  Creeks  provide  a  nearly  complete 
canopy.  Loss  of  this  stream  cover  would  result  in  higher  water  temperatures 
which  would  affect  both  the  existing  and  future  fisheries  resources. 

Without  the  shade  producing  riparian  vegetation,  the  resulting  elevated 
water  temperatures  would  produce  unsuitable  conditions  for  continued  use 
of  the  area  by  coldwater  species  such  as  rainbow  trout  and  Chinook 
salmon.  This  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  spawning  migrations  by 
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these  species  to  upstream  spawning  grounds.  This  section  of  the  creek 
would  no  longer  provide  habitat  conditions  suitable  for  use  by  steelhead 
and  salmon  smolts,  and  the  anticipated  future  expansions  of  brown  trout 
populations  to  include  the  project  area  would  be  eliminated.  Extreme 
increases  in  water  temperatures  during  summer  low  flow  conditions  could 
result  in  fish  kills  affecting  resident  warmwater  fish  populations  as 
well.  Loss  of  immediate  streamside  vegetation  along  Irondequoit  Creek 
would  be  minimized  with  the  proposed  set-back  placement  of  the  levee  and 
floodwall  structures. 

Increased  erosion  and  sedimentation  generated  during  project  construction 
or  resulting  from  permanent  loss  of  streamside  vegetation  which  functions 
to  stabilize  the  stream  banks  could  also  adversely  affect  the  aquatic 
resources  within  and  downstream  of  the  project  area.  A  limited  amount 
of  fish  mortality  can  be  expected  to  result  from  gill  damage  caused  by 
increased  turbidity  levels.  Most  motile  individuals  will  avoid  areas  of 
excessive  tubidity,  however,  substantial  adverse  impacts  could  result 
from  interference  with  spawning  activities  of  warmwater  species  within 
the  project  area.  Excessive  sediment  deposition  on  active  spawning 
areas  would  result  in  destruction  of  fish  eggs  and  larvae.  Increased 
sedimentation  would  also  disrupt  the  existing  benthic  communities.  The 
extensive  wetlands  located  downstream  where  Irondequoit  Creek  enters 
Irondequoit  Bay  would  also  be  subject  to  some  degree  of  degradation 
caused  by  an  increased  sediment  load. 

Channelization  produces  additional  and  generally  more  severe  adverse 
impacts  to  aquatic  ecosystems.  Major  channel  work  is  proposed  along 
Allen  Creek  and  minor  channel  work  for  placement  of  riprap  is  to  be 
conducted  on  Irondequoit  Creek.  Impacts  associated  with  loss  of  riparian 
stream  cover,  increased  erosion,  excessive  turbidity  and  sedimentation 
in  the  channelized  section  would  be  similar  to  those  described  above. 
Substantial  adverse  impacts  can  be  expected  to  result  from  alteration  of 
existing  aquatic  habitat  features  and  the  permanent  loss  of  habitat 
diversity  usually  associated  with  the  development  of  smooth,  flat, 
straightened  channels.  Loss  of  existing  habitat  features  such  as  riffle 
and  pool  areas,  debris  snags,  and  stream  meanders,  which  characterize 
the  lower  reaches  of  Allen  Creek,  would  greatly  reduce  the  fisheries 
value  of  the  creek  for  both  resident  and  migratory  species.  Relocation 
of  approximately  500  feet  of  Allen  Creek  and  filling  of  the  old  channel 
for  placement  of  a  levee  along  the  western  boundary  of  the  Sybron-Nalge 
Plant  would  eliminate  the  existing  habitat  in  that  section  of  the  creek. 
At  the  upper  end  of  the  channelization  a  sharp  bend  would  be  cut  off. 

This  area  presently  provides  a  deepwater  area  which  s  shaded  by  a 
gabion  wall  along  the  outside  bank.  Riparian  vegetation  along  the 
inside  bank  and  scattered  bonders  in  this  area  provide  additional  cover 
and  resting  places  of  value  to  the  fishery  particularly  during  periods 
of  low  flow.  The  remainder  of  the  section  proposed  to  be  relocated  and 
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the  lower  400  feet  proposed  for  channelization  along  the  existing  alignment 
are  similar,  consisting  of  well  defined  riffle  and  pool  areas  within  a 
meandering,  canopied  stream  channel.  Significant,  long-term  adverse 
impacts  to  aquatic  resources  would  be  avoided  provided  specific  measures 
are  included  in  final  project  design  to  maintain  or  replace  fisheries 
habitat  features  and  stream  conditions  within  the  relocated  and  channelized 
stream  sections. 

Terrestrial 


Project  related  impacts  to  terrestrial  resources  would  be  associated 
primarily  with  the  loss  of  riparian  vegetation.  The  riparian  woodland 
lining  the  creek  provides  sources  of  food  and  cover  for  wildlife,  and 
promotes  considerable  use  of  the  project  area  by  avian  and  mammalian 
species,  as  well  as  several  species  of  reptiles  and  amphibians.  Removal 
of  riparian  trees  and  shrubs  for  placement  of  flood  control  structures 
along  Irondequoit  Creek  and  channel  enlargement  along  Allen  Creek  would 
result  in  a  decline  in  both  the  numbers  of  individuals  and  the  diversity 
of  wildlife  species  which  presently  utilize  the  project  area.  Set-back 
levees  and  floodwalls  would  minimize  these  impacts  along  Irondequoit 
Creek.  Displacement  of  wildlife  to  habitat  outside  the  project  area 
would  also  place  additional  stress  on  populations  already  affected  by 
rapidly  expanding  development.  Reductions  in  wildlife  found  within  the 
project  area  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  quality  of  this  resource 
for  local  residents  as  a  means  of  passive  recreational  enjoyment  for 
purposes  such  as  wildlife  observation  and  nature  photography. 

Plan  of  Development  for  Aquatic  and  Terrestrial  Ecosystems 

The  most  serious  environmental  impacts  associated  with  this  project  are 
those  associated  with  loss  of  riparian  vegetation  and  degradation  of 
fisheries  habitat.  The  selected  plan,  the  levee/floodwal 1  plan  (Alter¬ 
native  B),  was  developed  as  a  result  of  continued  coordination  between 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  New 
York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation.  Mitigative  measures 
included  in  the  selected  plan  were  mutually  agreed  upon  during  project 
coordination.  Channelization  along  the  lower  portion  of  Allen  Creek  was 
proposed  as  part  of  the  levee/floodwal 1  plan  to  avoid  more  extensive 
channel  work  along  Irondequoit  Creek.  Of  all  practicable  alternatives 
considered,  the  levee/floodwal 1  plan  would  be  the  least  environmentally 
damaging  method  of  flood  control  for  the  Panorama  Plaza  Area,  provided 
the  following  measures  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife 
are  included,  at  project  cost,  in  final  project  design  and  implementation. 

Interference  with  fish  spawning  migrations  and  spawning  activities 
within  the  project  area  should  be  avoided  by  scheduling  construction 
during  the  summer  months,  between  spawning  periods,  and  when  fewer 
individuals  would  be  present  within  the  project  area.  Instream 
construction  activities  should  be  limited  to  the  period  from  June  15 
to  August  30. 
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Adverse  impacts  to  aquatic  and  terrestrial  resources  resulting  from 
clearing  of  riparian  vegetation  should  be  avoided.  Levee  and  floodwall 
structures  should  be  constructed  as  far  back  from  the  stream  as  possible 
behind  the  existing  band  of  trees  and  shrubs.  Set-back  levees  would 
allow  existing  undeveloped  areas  along  the  stream  to  continue  to  function 
as  a  natural  floodplain,  which  could  also  be  used  for  recreational 
purposes.  The  existing  vegetation  between  the  proposed  structures  and 
the  stream  should  remain  intact,  as  the  large  trees  which  provide  stream 
cover  and  wildlife  habitat  would  not  be  easily  replaced.  Channel  work 
along  Allen  Creek  should  be  confined  to  one  bank,  or  alternate  from  one 
bank  to  the  other,  allowing  existing  riparian  vegetation  on  one  bank  at 
any  given  location  to  remain  intact.  This  will  partially  preserve  the 
important  shade  producing  canopy  over  the  stream. 

The  levee  banks,  disturbed  stream  banks  along  Allen  Creek,  and  any  other 
areas  cleared  during  construction  should  be  replanted  as  soon  as  possible 
following  construction  to  control  erosion  and  sedimentation  and  to 
restore  disturbed  stream  cover  and  wildlife  habitat.  Plantings  of 
trees,  shrubs,  grasses,  and  legumes  should  be  used  to  aid  in  streambank 
stablization  and  provide  stream  cover.  Vegetation  having  cover  and 
forage  value  to  wildlife,  in  addition  to  providing  erosion  control,  such 
as  willow,  autumn  olive,  honeysuckle,  dogwood,  elder,  walnut,  foxtail 
grasses,  panic  grasses,  and  legumes  should  be  used  to  revegetate  disturbed 
areas  along  the  streambank  and  the  earthen  levees.  Project  funding 
should  provide  for  post-construction  inspections  of  revegetated  areas, 
approximately  1  year  and  3  years  after  planting,  and  replacement  of  any 
vegetation  not  properly  established. 

Measures  to  control  erosion  and  sedimentation  during  construction  activities 
should  be  included  in  project  plans.  In  addition  to  scheduling  construction 
during  summer  low  flow  periods,  filtering  devices  and  techniques  such  as 
the  use  of  hay  bales,  jute  mesh,  retention  basins,  and  siltation  curtains 
should  be  specified  in  design  and  construction  plans. 

With  the  existing  and  anticipated  future  fisheries  value  of  Irondequoit 
Creek  and  Allen  Creek,  measures  to  compensate  for  losses  of  existing 
instream  fisheries  habitat  features,  particularly  in  the  channelized 
section  of  Allen  Creek,  should  be  included  in  project  plans,  and  funded 
as  part  of  the  project.  As  previously  described,  the  proposed  relocation 
and  channelization  work  in  Allen  Creek  will  alter  or  eliminate  existing 
habitat  features  which  are  essential  to  continued  use  of  the  creek  by 
migrating  and  resident  fish  species.  The  new  channel,  in  the  relocated 
section,  should  be  constructed  along  a  meandering  alignment  designed  so 
that  the  new  channel  will  be  at  least  equal  in  length  to  the  actual 
stream  length  of  the  cut  off  section,  including  bends.  Channel  work 
along  the  lower  section  of  the  stream  should  follow  the  existing  alignment. 
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maintaining  existing  curves  and  bends.  Due  to  erosive  velocities, 
riprap  along  the  sides  and  bottom  of  the  entire  channelized  section  is 
proposed.  Riprap  should  consist  of  large  and  small  stone  sizes  placed 
in  an  irregular  configuration  to  form  a  rough  channel.  Boulder-sized 
stones  should  be  placed  along  the  channel  bottom  to  provide  additional 
cover  and  resting  places.  Placement  of  riprap  along  the  banks  at  the 
proposed  locations  on  Irondequoit  Creek  should  be  accomplished  in  the 
same  manner.  A  low-flow  channel  in  Allen  Creek  should  be  designed  in 
the  channel  bottom  to  provide  a  water  depth  of  at  least  2  feet  during 
low-flow  periods  to  maintain  fish  passage.  The  low  flow  channel  should 
be  located  to  one  side  of  the  stream  channel,  or  meander  from  side  to 
side,  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  riparian  cover.  The  channel  bottom 
should  also  be  designed  to  create  artificial  riffle  and  pool  areas  along 
the  length  of  the  channelized  section.  Project  planning  should  allow 
for  the  design  of  the  proposed  3-foot  drop  structure  to  insure  that  it 
will  not  block  upstream  fish  migrations.  In  addition,  a  plunge  pool  of 
at  least  3  feet  in  depth  should  be  constructed  at  the  base  of  the  structure. 

The  above  recommended  measures  were  mutually  agreed  upon  during  project 
coordination,  therefore  development  of  detailed  design  and  construction 
plans  to  implement  these  measures  would  not  result  in  substantial 
alteration  of  the  proposed  project.  Detailed  plans  for  vegetative 
plantings,  and  design  and  placement  of  instream  fisheries  habitat  and 
fish  passage  features  should  be  developed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  in 
cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  and  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation. 

Recommendations 


We  recommend  that: 

1.  To  minimize  adverse  impacts  on  aquatic  resources,  instream  project 
construction  should  be  scheduled  during  the  period  from  June  15 

to  August  30. 

2.  Levee  and  floodwall  structures  should  be  constructed  as  far  back 
from  the  stream  as  possible,  allowing  existing  riparian  vegetation 
to  remain  intact,  as  proposed. 

3.  Channel  work  along  Allen  Creek  should  be  confined  to  one  bank,  or 
alternate  from  one  bank  to  the  other,  allowing  existing  stream 
canopy  and  riparian  habitat  on  one  bank  to  remain  undisturbed 

at  any  given  location. 
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4.  The  levee  banks,  disturbed  stream  banks  along  Allen  Creek,  and  any 
other  areas  cleared  during  construction  should  be  replanted  as 
soon  as  possible  following  construction.  Prior  to  project 
implementation,  detailed  plans  for  the  vegetative  planting  program 
should  be  developed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  in  cooperation  with 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
and  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation. 
Project  funding  should  include  replantings  with  species  which  would 
provide  erosion  control  and  equivalent  or  improved  stream  cover  and 
wildlife  habitat.  Post-project  inspections  and  replanting  of  any 
vegetation  not  properly  established  should  take  place  approximately 
1  year  and  3  years  after  project  completion,  at  project  cost. 

5.  Project  plans  and  specifications  should  include  the  use  of  erosion 
and  sedimentation  control  devices  and  construction  techniques  to 
minimize  potentially  adverse  impacts  during  construction  and 
until  disturbed  vegetation  is  reestablished. 

6.  To  maintain  suitable  aquatic  habitat  and  stream  conditions,  specific 
measures  to  offset  potentially  adverse  impacts  resulting  from 
stream  channelization  along  Allen  Creek  should  be  included  in 
project  plans  and  implementation.  Prior  to  project  implementation, 
detailed  plans  for  the  design  and  placement  of  instream  aquatic 
habitat  and  fish  passage  features  should  be  developed  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation. 

The  following  measures  should  be  included  and  funded  as  part  of 

the  project. 

a.  Channelization  should  be  confined  to  the  lower  900  feet  of 
Allen  Creek,  and  only  minor  channel  work  for  placement  of 
riprap  should  be  conducted  in  Irondequoit  Creek. 

b.  Existing  channel  length  should  be  maintained  by  constructing 
the  relocated  stream  channel  along  a  meandering  alignment,  and 
following  the  existing  alignment  for  the  remainder  of  the 
proposed  channelization. 

c.  Riprap  should  consist  of  large  and  small  stones  placed  in  an 
irregular  configuration  to  form  a  rough  channel,  with  boulder¬ 
sized  stones  placed  randomly  along  the  channel  bottom.  Instream 
bank  stabilization  along  Irondequoit  Creek  should  be  accomplished 
in  the  same  manner. 


d.  A  properly  designed  low  flow  channel  should  be  provided  in  the 
channelized  section  to  maintain  fish  passage. 


e.  The  channel  bottom  should  be  designed  to  create  artificial 
riffle  and  pool  areas  along  the  length  of  the  channelized 
section  to  replace  existing  riffles  and  pools. 


f.  A  plunge  pool  at  least  3  feet  in  depth  should  be  constructed 

at  the  base  of  the  proposed  3-foot  drop  structure.  In  addition, 
project  planning  should  allow  for  future  refinements  in  the 
design  of  the  proposed  drop  structure  to  insure  that  it  will 
not  obstruct  fish  passage. 

Please  continue  to  coordinate  this  project  with  us  as  it  develops,  and 
advise  us  of  any  changes  so  that  we  may  revise  our  report,  if  necessary. 


Sincerely, 


Enclosures 


Norman  R.  Chupp 
Area  Manager 


Table  1.  List  of  Fish  Species  Present  Within  the  Project  Area.’ 
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Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 
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Chinook  Salmon 

Oncorhynchus  tshawytscha 

X 

Rainbow  Trout 

Salmo  gairdneri 

X 

X 

Brown  Trout 

Salmo  trutta 

X 

X 

Northern  Pike 

Esox  lucius 

X 

X 

White  Sucker 

Catostomus  commersoni 

X 

X 

Shorthead  (northern)  Redhorse 

Moxostoma  macrolepidotum 

X 

Golden  Redhorse 

Moxostoma  erythrurum 

X 

X 

Black  Redhorse 

Moxostoma  duquesnei 

X 

Silver  Redhorse 

Moxostoma  anisurum 

X 

X 

Carp 

Cyprinus  carpio 

X 

X 

Goldfish 

Carassius  auratus 

X 

Spottail  Shiner 

Notropis  hudsonius 

X 

Common  Shiner 

Notropis  cornutus 

X 

X 

Creek  Chub 

Semotilus  atromaculatus 

X 

X 

Bluntnose  Minnow 

Pimephales  notatus 

X 

X 

Longnose  Dace 

Rhinichthys  cataractae 

X 

Blacknose  Dace 

Rhinichthys  atratulus 

X 

X 

Black  Bullhead 

Ictalurus  melas 

X 

Brown  Bullhead 

Ictalurus  nebulosus 

X 

White  Perch 

Morone  americana 

X 

X 

Smallmouth  Bass 

Micropterus  dolomieui 

X 

X 

Rockbass 

Ambloplites  rupestris 

X 

X 

Bluegill 

Lepomis  macrochi rus 

X 

X 

Pumpkinseed 

Lepomi s  gibbosus 

X 

X 

Green  Sunfish 

Lepomis  cyanellus 

X 

Wa 1 1  eye 

Stizostedion  v.  vitreum 

X 

Yellow  Perch 

Perea  flavescens 

X 

X 

Tesselated  X  Johnny  Darter 

Etheostoma  olmstedi  X  nigrum 

X 

* 


From  1979-1980  biological  studies  conducted  by  Environmental  Resource 
Associates. 


N«w  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

6274  E.  Avon-Lima  Rd.,  Avon,  NY  14414  716-226-2466 


Robert  F.  Flacke 
Commissioner 

Eric  A.  Seiffer 
Regional  Director 


October  10,  1980 


Mr.  Paul  P.  Hamilton 
Field  Supervisor 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
100  Grange  Place,  Rm  202 
Cortland,  NY  13045 

Dear  Mr.  Hamilton: 


The  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Concurs  with  the  findings  and 
recommendations  of  the  report  on  the  Irondequoit  Creek  flood  control 
project,  Monroe  County,  New  York  prepared  under  the  authority  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (l6  USC  66l) . 


Sincerely 


' 

imv* 


Edward  Holmes 
Regional  Supervision 
Fish  and  Wildlife 
Region  8 


Kenneth  F.  Wich 

Director 

Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
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APPENDIX  I 


COMMENT/RESPONSE 


APPENDIX  I 


Date 


COMMENT  REPONSK  ON  THE  DRAFT  DETAILED  PROJECT  REPORT 
AND  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Comment  Letter  From 


10  Feb  1981 

4  Mar  1981 

19  Mar  1981 

20  Mar  1981 

29  Apr  1981 
1  May  1981 


FEDERAL 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior  - 
Geological  Survey 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  - 
Soil  Conservation  Service 

U.  S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  -  Region  II 

U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Region  II 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior  - 
Office  of  the  Secretary 

STATE 


Page 

1-1 

1-3 

1-4 

1-4 

1-7 

1-8 


18  Feb 

1981 

New 

York  State  Governor 

1-9 

23  Feb 

1981 

NYS 

Parks  and  Recreation 

1-10 

27  May 

1981 

NYS 

Department  of  Environmental 

1-11 

Conservation 

COUNTY 


31  Mar  1981 

1  Apr  1981 


7  May  1981 


County  of  Monroe  -  Office  of 
County  Manager 

Monroe  County  Environmental 
Management  Council 

GROUPS/ORGANIZATIONS/LOCAL  AGENCIES 

Benderson  Development  Company,  Inc. 

INDIVIDUALS 


I-l4 

I-l8 


i-aO 


29  Apr  1981 
29  Apr  1981 
7  May  1981 


Marlon  Schretker 
Elinor  Osborn 


1-21 

1-22 

1-24 


Irene  L.  Goss in 


1861  ‘01 


FEDERAL  ENERGY  REGULATORY  COMMISSION  (4  March  1 981 > 
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siJcr  options  and  costs  :u  ^  ■  cvlocate  the  chemical  feed  building. 

If  the  building  is  not  relocate*!,  safe  and  easy  access  must  be  maintained. 
For  more  information  on  the  county  sewer  facilities,  please  contact  John 
Davis  of  the  County  Department  of  Wastewater  Management  at  428-3577. 
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